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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


'  Titie  40  Protection  of  the  Envfronmeiit 

CHAPTER  I— €NV1R0NMENTAL 
PROTECTION  AGENCY 

SUBCHAPTER  N— EFFLUENT  ttUIOEUNES  AND 
STANDARDS 

PART  430— PULP.  PAPER.  AND  PAPER- 
BOARD  POINT  SOURCE  CATEGORY 

On  January  15,  1974,  notice  was  pub> 
lished  In  the  Federal  Register  (39  FR 
1908),  that  the  Environmental  Protec¬ 
tion  Agency  (EPA  or  Agency)  was  pro¬ 
posing  efiDuent  limitations  guidelines  for 
existing  sources  and  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  and  pretreatment  standards 
for  new  sources  within  the  xmbleached 
kraft,  sodium  base  neutral  sulfite  semi- 
chemical,  ammonia  base  neutral  sulfite 
semi-chemical,  unbleached  kraft — ^neu¬ 
tral  sulfite  sei^-chemical  (cross  recov¬ 
ery),  and  paperboard  from  waste  paper 
subcategories  of  the  pulp,  paper,  and  pap¬ 
erboard  mills  category  of  point  sources. 

The  piupose  of  this  notice  is  to  estab¬ 
lish  ^al  effluent  limitations  guidelines 
for  existing  sources  and  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  and  pretreatment  standards 
for  new  sources  in  the  pulp,  piu>er,  and 
papeihoard  category  of  point  sources,  by 
amending  40  CFR  Cfiiapter  I,  Subchapter 
N,  to  add  a  new  Part  430.  This  final  rule- 
making  is  promulgated  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  301,  304  (b)  and  (c) ,  306  (b)  and 
(c)  and  307(c)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended,  (the 
Act);  33  U.S.C.  1251,  1311,  1314  (b)  and 
(c),  1316  (b)  and  (c)  and  1317(c);  86 
Stat.  816  et  seq.;  Pub.  L.  92-500.  Regu¬ 
lations  regarding  cooling  water  Intake 
structures  for  all  categories  of  point 
sources  under  section  316(b)  of  the  Act 
will  be  promulgated  in  40  CFR  Part  402. 

In  addition,  the  EPA  is  simultaneously 
pressing  a  separate  provision  which  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  proposed  rules  section  of  the 
Federal  Register,  stating  the  application 
of  the  limitations  and  standiu'ds  set 
forth  below  to  users  of  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  which  are  subject  to 
pretreatment  standards  under  section 
307(b)  of  the  Act.  The  basis  of  that  pro¬ 
posed  regulation  is  set  forth  in  the  as¬ 
sociated  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking. 

The  legal  basis,  methodology  and  fac¬ 
tual  conclusions  which  support  promul- 
gatiem  of  this  regulation  were  set  forth  in 
substantial  detail  in  the  notice  of  public 
review  procedures  published  August  6, 
1973  (38  FR  21202)  and  in  the  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  for  the  unbleached 
kraft,  sodium  base  neutral  sulfite  semi- 
chemical,  ammonia  base  neutral  sulfite 
semi-chemical,  imbleached  kraft — ^neu¬ 
tral  sulfite  semi-chemical  (cross  recov¬ 
ery),  and  paperboard  from  waste  paper 
subcategories.  In  addition,  the  regula¬ 
tions  as  proposed  were  supported  by  two 
other  dociunents:  (1)  The  dociunent  en¬ 
titled  “Development  Document  for  Pro¬ 
posed  Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines  and 
New  Source  Performance  Standards  for 
the  Unbleached  Kraft  and  Semi-Chemi¬ 
cal  Pulp  Segment  of  the  Pulp,  Paper,  and 
Paperboard  Mills  Point  Source  Category” 
(January  1974)  and  (2)  the  document 
entitled  "Eamomlc  Analysis  of  Proposed 
Effluent  Guidelines,  Pulp,  Paper,  and 


Piqperboard  Industry”  (September  1973) . 
Both  of  these  documents  were  made 
available  to  the  public  and  circulated  to 
Interested  persons  at  approximately  the 
thwft  of  publication  of  the  notice  of  pro¬ 
pose  rulemaking. 

Interested  persons  were  invited  to  par¬ 
ticipate  In  the  rulemaking  by  submitting 
wrlttm  comments  within  30  days  from 
the  date  of  publication.  Prior  public  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  form  of  scdlcited  com¬ 
ments  and  responses  from  the  States, 
Federal  agencies,  and  other  interested 
parties  were  described  in  the  preamble  to 
the  proposed  regiUation.  The  EPA  has 
considered  carefully  all  of  the  comments 
received  and  a  discussion  of  these  com¬ 
ments  with  the  Agency’s  response  thereto 
follows. 

(a)  Summary  of  comments. 

>  The  following  responded  to  the  request 
for  written  comments  contained  in  the 
preamble  to  the  proposed  regulation:  The 
Water  Pollution  Control  Federation; 
State  of  Wisccxisin — Department  of  Nat¬ 
ural  Resources;  U.S.  Water  Resources 
Coimcil;  Flambeau  Paper  Co.;  P.  H.  Glat- 
felter  Co.;  Olinkraft  Co.;  Consolidated 
Packaging  Corp.;  State  of  New  York — 
Department  of  Environmental  Conser¬ 
vation;  State  of  Montana — Department 
of  Health  and  Environmental  Services; 
Coimty  Sanitation  Districts  of  Los  An¬ 
geles  Coimty;  Longview  Fibre  Co.;  Brown 
Co.;  Mead  Corp.;  Hammermlll  Co.;  In¬ 
land  Container  Corp.;  Owens — Illinois 
Co.;  Potlatch  Co.;  Columbia  Corp.;  St. 
Regis  Paper  Co.;  National  Council  for 
Air  and  Stream  Improvement;  Container 
Corp.  of  America;  Continental  Can  Co.; 
(Trown  Zellerl^udi  Co.;  Intemati(mal 
Paper  Co.;  American  Paper  Institute; 
Georgia-Pacific  Co.;  Weyerhauser  Co.; 
Hoemer- Waldorf  Corp.;  Packaging  Corp. 
of  America;  Green  Bay  Packaging  Co.; 
Sealright  Co.;  State  of  Indiana;  State  of 
Illinois;  International  Ozone  Institute; 
the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior; 
U.S.  Department  of  (Commerce;  and  the 
U.S.  De^>artment  of  Health,  Education, 
and  WeUare.  The  following  is  a  summary 
of  the  significant  emnments  and  the 
Agency’s  response  to  those  comments. 

(1)  Many  commenters  felt  that  the 
effect'  of  temperature  upon  biological 
treatment  should  be  accounted  for  in  a 
variance  which  is  progressive  below  a 
specific  base  temperature  and  not  just 
a  one-step  allowance  as  in  the  proposed 
regulations.  It  was  suggested  that  such 
a  variance  for  temperature  effects  should 
be  applied  to  BA’TEA  and  NSPS  as  well 
as  BPtTTCA.  Many  suggestions  were  sub¬ 
mitted  for  the  base  temperatiu*e  and  for 
a  sliding  scale  which  could  be  applied. 
Effluent  data  for  several  pulp  and  paper 
mills  were  provided  with  analyses  cor¬ 
relating  effluent  pollutant  levels  with  the 
effluent  temperatures. 

The  inclusion  in  the  proposed  regiUa- 
tions  of  a  variance  for  the  effects  of 
temperature  upon  biological  treatment 
systems  was  to  allow  for  the  seasonality 
of  effluent  treatment  efficiency  for  mills 
in  Northern  climates.  However,  because 
of  the  difficulty  in  implementing  the 
temperature  variance  in  the  issuance  and 


regulatlcm  of  NFDES  permits,  the  temp¬ 
erature  variance  was  removed  fnun  final 
regulations.  The  Agency  believes  that 
mills  located  in  Northern  climates  should 
design  their  treatment  systems  to  ac¬ 
count  for  the  effects  of  cold  tempera¬ 
tures.  The  llmitatloiis,  in  turn,  have  been 
revised  to  reflect  the  effects'  of  tempera¬ 
ture  upon  biological  treatment  systems 
and  other  factors  such  as  raw  waste  load 
vhlch  affect  the  quality  of  the  final 
effluent.  The  final  regulations  were  de¬ 
veloped  using  the  maximum  month  of 
pollutant  discharge  of  exemplary  mills 
with  emphasis  on  mills  located  in 
Northern  climates. 

(2)  Several  commenters  felt  that  two 
stage  biological  treatment  should  not  be 
required  for  BATEIA  or  NSPS.  The  com¬ 
menters  stated  that  a  well  designed  one- 
stage  biological  system  can  cerate 
equally  as  well  as  a  two-stage  system  and 
that  there  is  no  justification  to  require 
miii-s  to  add  another  stage  to  their  one- 
step  biological  treatment  system  to  meet 
the  1983  limitations. 

The  Agency  agrees  that  a  well-de¬ 
signed  and  (Hierated  one-stage  biological 
treatment  system  can  operate  equally  as 
well  as  a  two-stage  bicdoglcal  system. 
The  intent  of  including  two-stage  bio¬ 
logical  treatment  as  BATEA  was  only  as 
an  identification  of  treatment  which 
could  meet  the  limitations.  The  Agency 
recognizes  that  well  designed  and  oper¬ 
ated  me-stage  biological  systems  will  be 
acceptable  as  part  of  BATEIA,  and  the 
intent  was  not  to  require  the  installation 
of  a  second  stage  to  the  existing  one- 
stage  systems  meeting  BPCTCA  limita¬ 
tions. 

(3)  Comments  were  received  which 
stated  that  several  of  the  mills  in  the 
unbleached  kraft  subcategory  chosen  as 
exemplary  mills  do  not  represent 
BPCTCA.  The  external  treatment  at 
these  mills  includes  two-stage  biological 
systms  which  Include  aerated  stabiliza¬ 
tion  basins  followed  by  storage  ponds. 
The  c(Hnmenters  argued  that  these  two- 
stage  systems  represent  the  BATEA  since 
the  stmage  pemd’s  primary  purpose  is 
to  control  the  discharge  according  to  the 
receiving  water  quality. 

The  Agency  agrees  that  one  of  the 
purposes  of  the  storage  ponds  is  for  cem- 
troUlng  the  discharge  to  meet  receiving 
water  requirements.  However,  further  re¬ 
ductions  in  BODS  and  TSS  generally 
occur  in  the  storage  ponds,  as  these 
ponds  are  frequently  describe  as  stor¬ 
age  oxidation  ponds.  The  Agency  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  two-stage  biological  sys¬ 
tem  r^^res^ts  BPCTCA  at  these  mills. 
The  design  and  (g)erati(Hi  of  the  aerated 
stabilizatkm  basins  are  such  that  the 
storage  oxidation  ponds  are  relied  upon 
to  remove  BODS  and  TSS.  Thus,  the 
aerated  stabilization  basins  at  these  par¬ 
ticular  miib;  cannot  be  specified  as  the 
BPCTCA.  Therefore,  the  final  effluent 
data  from  these  particular  mills  was 
utilized  in  devdoplng  the  llmltaticHis.  In 
addition,  nearly  half  of  the  mills  in  the 
unbleached  kraft  subcategory  are  using 
storage  oxidation  p<mds  for  effluent 
treatment  and  thus  the  two-stage  sys¬ 
tem  is  an  available  external  technology 
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for  this  subcategory.  However,  the 
Agency  recognizes  that  many  mills  do 
not  have  land  available  for  these  large 
ponds  and  thus,  the  limiaticxis  were 
based  up(m  efSuent  qualities  achievable 
by  one-stage  biological  treatment 
systems. 

(4)  A  number  of  commenters  felt  that 
the  statistical  analysis  of  exemplary  mill 
data  from  which  the  limitations  were 
derived  allows  mills  to  be  theoretically 
out  of  compliance  16.5%  and  2.5%  of 
the  time  for  the  30  day  and  daily  maxi- 
miun  limitations,  respectively.  The  com¬ 
menters  stated  that  the  exemplary  mills 
will  actually  be  out  of  compliance  a 
larger  portion  of  the  time  as  the  data  is 
skewed  to  the  high  side  and  thus  is  not 
normally  distributed,  and  that  the  lim¬ 
itations  should  be  revised  in  order  for 
exemplary  mills  to  meet  the  limitations. 
Several  suggestions  were  submitted  for 
reevaluation  of  the  data. 

The  final  regulations  reflect  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  temperature  variance  and 
the  development  of  the  limitations  based 
upon  the  maximum  month  of  pollutant 
discharge  from  exemplary  mills.  Thus, 
the  statistical  analysis  used  in  develop¬ 
ing  the  proposed  relations  was  replaced 
by  determination  of  the  maximum 
month  of  pollutant  discharge.  In  effect, 
the  maximum  month  accoimts  not  only 
for  the  effect  of  temperature  on  final 
effluent  quality  but  also  for  other  factors 
such  as  raw  waste  load.  Therefore,  the 
limitations  have  been  revised  so  that  ex¬ 
emplary  mills  will  be  able  to  comply  with 
the  limitations  in  the  final  regulations. 

(5)  A  few  commenters  felt  that  the 
effluent  limitations  should  be  influenced 
by  receiving  water  assimilative  capac¬ 
ities  at  each  particular  site. 

Under  the  Act,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
a  showing  ^  made  regarding  the  effect 
of  the  pollution  discharge  upon  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  the  receiving  water.  Under  sec¬ 
tions  301,  304  (b)  and  (c),  306  (b)  and 
(c),  and  307(c),  the  principal  means  of 
control  is  through  the  adoption  of  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  directly  applicable  to  the 
discharge  itself.  The  effluent  limitations 
are  to  be  based  upon  defined  levels  of 
technology  which  are  specified  in  the 
Act.  Nevertheless,  water  quality  stand¬ 
ards  are  retained  as  a  secondary  means 
of  control  and  will  have  their  principal 
applicability  in  those  instances  where 
effluent  limitations  are  not  stringent 
enough  to  provide  for  the  achievement 
of  water  quality  standards. 

(6)  Two  commenters  stated  that  no 
effort  was  made  to  analyze  the  consider¬ 
able  discrepancies  between  short  term 
survey  results  and  exemplary  mill  data, 
and  to  apply  the  “analytical  factor” 
which  was  derived  as  a  result  of  the 
short  term  surveys. 

As  discussed  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment,  the  purpose  of  the  short  term 
survey  was  to  evaluate  the  mill  sampling 
and  analytical  techniques.  A  possible  re¬ 
sult  of  the  evaluation  was  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  an  analytical  factor  which  could 
be  used  to  convert,  if  necessary,  all  data 
to  a  common  basis.  After  considerable 
effort  was  made  in  examination  of  the 
mill  techniques,  it  was  concluded  that 


the  application  of  an  “analytical  factor” 
was  not  possible  because  of  the  wide 
variations  in  techniques  and  resulting 
data.  Instead,  the  data  derived  using 
nonstandard  methods  or  faulty  tech¬ 
niques  was  not  utilized  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  limitations. 

(7)  Several  commenters  felt  that  the 
data  base  does  not  include  an  adequate 
number  of  mills  to  represent  the  sub¬ 
categories  under  study. 

The  data  utilized  in  the  development 
of  the  proposed  regulations  included  all 
of  the  data  available  at  the  time.  How¬ 
ever,  the  data  base  has  recently  been 
greatly  expanded  through  submission  of 
data  to  the  Agency  from  individual  mills 
and  from  the  pulp  and  paper  industry 
technical  association  and  is  presented  in 
the  Development  Document.  The  result¬ 
ant  data  base  utilized  in  developing  the 
final  regulations  included  data  and  in¬ 
formation  on  67  mills  out  of  a  total  of 
188  mills.  The  Agency  believes  that  the 
data  base  more  than  adequately  repre¬ 
sents  the  subcategories  imder  study. 

(8)  Comments  were  made  stating  that 
the  technology  of  mixed-media  filtration 
has  not  been  demonstrated  in  the  pulp 
and  paper  industry  and  thus  should  not 
be  included  as  'a  technology  for  NSPS. 

The  Agency  believes  that  the  tech¬ 
nology  of  mixed-media  filtration  is 
transferrable  technology  from  other  in¬ 
dustrial  categories  and  from  mimicipal 
treatment  systems.  However,  since 
mixed-media  filtration  has  only  been 
demonstrated  on  a  pilot  plant  scale  in 
the  pulp  and  paper  industry,  mixed- 
media  filtration  has  been  removed  from 
the  identified  technologies  for  new 
sources,  and  the  limitations  were  ad¬ 
justed  accordingly. 

(9)  A  large  number  of  comments  were 
made  which  stated  that  color  removal 
by  reverse  osmosis,  which  is  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  proposed  regulations  as 
the  color  removal  technology  for  NSSC 
mills,  has  not  been  demonstrated.  It  was 
stated  that  the  mill  referenced  in  the 
Development  Document  as  demonstrat¬ 
ing  reverse  osmosis  for  color  removal  is 
an  atypical  mill  and  is  not  using  reverse 
osmosis  specifically  for  color  removal. 
It  was  pointed  out  that  the  reduction  in 
color  is  actually  an  additional  benefit  of 
the  reverse  osmosis  operations  for  water 
reuse.  Thus,  commenters  suggested  that 
the  limitations  for  color  for  the  NSSC 
subcategories  should  be  removed  from 
the  final  regulations. 

The  Agency  acknowledged  in  the  De¬ 
velopment  Document  that  the  tech¬ 
nology  of  reverse  osmosis  for  color  re¬ 
moval  has  not  been  fully  demonstrated. 
Thus,  color  removal  was  not  included  for 
new  sources  for  the  NSSC  subcategories. 
However,  the  Agency  believes  that 
reverse  osmosis  will  be  further  demon¬ 
strated  and  will  be  an  available  tech¬ 
nology  for  color  removal  by  1983.  In 
addition,  the  technologies  of  ion  ex¬ 
change-resin  adsorption  and  ultrafiltra¬ 
tion  as  discussed  in  the  Development 
Document  are  projected  to  be  available 
to  reduce  color  in  pulp  and  paper  mill 
effluents  by  1983.  Thus,  the  Agency  is 
recommending  reverse  osmosis  for  NSSC 


mills  for  color  removal  for  1983,  but 
other  color  removal  technologies  are  also 
projected  to  be  available  for  implemen¬ 
tation  in  1983. \ 

(10)  Three  commenters  stated  that 
the  variance  for  hydraulic  barking 
should  be  increased  to  more  realistically 
account  for  waste  loads  from  the  process. 
Several  suggestions  for  additional  allow¬ 
ances  of  BODS  and  TSS  were  submitted. 

Hydraulic  barking  is  not  a  wide-spread 
practice  in  this  segment  of  the  industry. 
Information  available  indicates  that  only 
one  mill  in  the  country,  which  is  included 
in  the  subcategories  under  study,  uses 
hydraulic  barking.  Data  from  the  mill 
indicate  that  the  mill  will  be  able  to  meet 
the  regulations  without  any  additional 
allocation  for  its  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
eration.  In  addition,  many  State  policies 
have  been  either  to  close-up  or  to  phase¬ 
out  hydraulic  barkers.  Thus,  the  hydrau¬ 
lic  barking  variance  was  removed  from 
the  final  regulations. 

(11)  Several  commenters  suggested  an 
approach  to  developing  the  limitations. 
Essentially,  the  approach  involved  deter¬ 
mining  average  BODS  raw  waste  loads 
for  the  industry  and  applsdng  85%  re¬ 
duction  which  was  said  to  be  represent¬ 
ative  of  biological  treatment.  To  deter¬ 
mine  the  TSS  limitations,  it  was  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  mill  operating  data  be 
used. 

The  limitations  are  based  upon  mills 
which  treat  their  waste  waters  by  tech¬ 
nologies  representing  BPCTCA.  Thus, 
mill  operating  data  is  the  basis  for  the 
limitations  when  available  and  not  the 
application  of  an  assumed  pollutant  re¬ 
duction  efllciency. 

(12)  Several  comments  were  received 
which  stated  that  the  differences  in  total 
suspended  solids  cpncentrations  result¬ 
ing  from  testing  methods  utilizing  glass 
fiber  filter  disks  (standard  methods)  and 
methods  utilizing  filter  paper  (nonstand¬ 
ard  methods)  were  not  reconciled  in  the 
Development  Document  as  to  how  the 
data  was  evaluated.  A  conversion  factor 
for  nonstandard  methods  to  standard 
methods  of  3  to  1  was  suggested  for  use 
in  the  evaluation  of  data. 

The  two  testing  techniques  were  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Development  Document, 
and  data  for  mills  utilizing  nonstandard 
methods  was  not  used  in  development  of 
the  limitations.  Conversion  factors  for 
nonstandard  methods  to  standard  meth¬ 
ods  range  from  less  than  2  to  more  than 
10  depending  upon  the  effluent  stream 
sampled.  Thus,  the  Agency  feels  that  use 
of  a  conversion  factor  is  not  applicable. 
The  discussion  of  how  nonstandard 
methods  and  standard  methods  data  was 
evaluated  has  been  expanded  in  the  De¬ 
velopment  Document. 

(13)  Two  commenters  stated  that  the 
limitations  should  be  written  for  annual 
averages  in  order  that  mills  which  have 
controlled  discharges  can  meet  the  limi¬ 
tations. 

The  Agency  recognizes  that  mills  with 
controlled  discharges,  based  on  receiving 
water  quality,  generally  have  large  fiuc- 
tuations  in  effluent  fiow  rates,  such  as  no 
discharge  during  a  period  of  time  when 
receiving  water  flows  were  low  and  then 
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possibly  double  or  trb;>le  the  average  dis¬ 
charge  rate  when  receiving  water  flows 
were  higdi.  These  particular  mills  will 
have  e£3uent  limitations  which  will  be 
equivalent  to  the  limitations  but  win  not 
necessarily  establish  the  same  dally  and 
30  day  limitations. 

(14)  Two  commenters  stated  that  foam 
control  win  probably  not  be  needed  after 
the  InstaUation  of  the  internal  and  ex¬ 
ternal  controls  and  thus,  the  requirement 
for  foam  control  should  be  removed  from 
the  limitations. 

The  Agency  concurs  that  foam  control 
win  probably  not  be  required  after  the 
internal  and  external  controls  are  in¬ 
stalled.  However,  foam  control  is  recom¬ 
mended  for  the  mills  that  could  possibly 
still  have  a  foam  problem.  It  is  empha¬ 
sized  that  the  technologies  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document  are  not  limitation 
requirements  but  are  technologies  iden¬ 
tified  as  capable  of  achieving  the 
limitations. 

(15)  One  commenter  felt  that  addi¬ 
tional  subcategories  should  be  added  for 
small  mills.  Suggestions  were  provided 
for  what  constitutes  a  small  mill  and  how 
the  limitations  should  be  increased  for 
small  mills. 

In  developing  the  subcategories,  many 
factors  were  evaluated  as  possible  bases 
for  establishing  subcategories.  One  of 
these  factors  was  the  size  of  mills.  The 
Agency  concluded  that  size  of  mills  was 
not  a  significant  factor  for  subcategori¬ 
zation  because  the  waste  water  charac¬ 
teristics  and  control  technologies  are  in¬ 
dependent  of  plant  size. 

(16)  One  commenter  felt  that  the  tem¬ 
perature  variance  should  be  removed, 
as  mills  should  select  and  design  pollu¬ 
tion  control  technology  for  the  geograph¬ 
ical  location  and  climatic  conditions. 

TTie  Agency  concurs  with  the  concept 
of  selection  and  design  of  pollution  con¬ 
trol  technology  for  the  specific  geograph¬ 
ical  location  and  accompanying  climatic 
conditions.  The  temperature  variance 
has  been  removed,  and  the  regulations 
have  been  revised  to  refiect  the  seasonal 
effects  upon  effluent  qualities  resulting 
from  the  pollution  control  technologies 
Installed  at  mills  located  in  Northern 
climates. 

(17)  Several  commenters  stated  that 
the  proposed  limitations  for  paperboard 
from  waste  paper  do  not  accoimt  for  the 
effects  of  the  type  of  waste  paper  utilized 
for  furnish  (fibrous  raw  materials)  upon 
the  raw  waste  load.  In  addition  to  the 
t3T>e  of  furnish,  it  was  argued  that  mills 
producing  food-grade  products  have  a 
significantly  different  raw  waste  load 
than  mills  producing  non-food-grade 
products.  It  was  suggested  that  the  pa¬ 
perboard  from  the  waste  paper  subcate¬ 
gory  should  be  further  subcategorized  to 
account  for  the  effects  of  raw  material 
and  product. 

The  Agency  has  evaluated  the  greatly 
expanded  data  base  in  (u-der  to  further 
determine  the  effect  of  furnish  and  prod¬ 
ucts  upon  final  effluent  quality.  The 
Agency  agrees  that  furnish  and  product 
do  affect  the  raw  waste  characteristics. 
However,  the  data  as  presented  in  the 
Development  Document  shows  that  mills 


can  achieve  quality  final  effluents  inde¬ 
pendent  of  raw  waste  load.  The  limita¬ 
tions  were  revised  based  upon  the  ex¬ 
panded  d{tta  base. 

(18)  Several  commenters  stated  that 
there  are  other  methods  of  solid  waste 
disposal  presently  being  practiced  which 
are  Just  as  acceptable  as  sanitary  land¬ 
fills.  Thus,  the  requirement  of  sanitary 
lan^lls  should  be  removed  from  the  ' 
limitations. 

The  Agency  emphasizes  that  the  tech¬ 
nology  of  sanitary  landfills  is  an  option 
for  solid  wastes  disposal  and  not  a 
requirement. 

( 19 )  It  was  allegred  that  the  limitations 
for  color  removal  do  not  appear  to  be 
workable  since  there  is  no  direct  linear 
relationship  between  color  units  and 
color  mass. 

•nie  Agency  concurs  that  there  is  no 
direct  linear  relationship  between  color 
imlts  and  color  mass.  However,  in  order 
for  the  color  limitations  to  be  related 
to  mill  production,  the  Agency  defined, 
for  purposes  of  implementing  the  color 
limitations,  the  following  standard  re¬ 
lationship  used  by  several  other  coim- 
tries:  1  mg/1  equals  1  color  unit. 

(20)  Several  comments  were  made  that 
the  variabilities  of  raw  waste  load  were 
not  considered  in  the  development  of  the 
limitations. 

TTie  BPCJTCA  limitations  are  based 
upon  actual  mill  operating  data  includ¬ 
ing  both  raw  waste  and  final  effluent  data. 
The  Agency  determined  that  the  effects 
of  variations  in  raw  waste  load  are  upon 
the  treatment  system  and  the  quality  of 
the  final  effluent.  Thus,  the  effects  of  raw 
waste  variability  were  considered  in  the 
development  of  the  limitations  through 
consideration  of  variations  in  final  efflu¬ 
ent  quality. 

(21)  Many  commenters  stated  that 
the  limitations  for  TSS  should  be  re¬ 
moved  or  replaced  by  a  settleable  solids 
limitation  as  the  suspended  solids  in  the 
final  effluent  from  pulp  and  i>aper  mill 
biolc^cal  treatment  systems  are  biologi¬ 
cal  organisms  generated  during  treat¬ 
ment  for  the  removal  of  BOD  and  not 
the  fibrous  materials  c<xitained  in  mill 
raw  wastes.  It  was  argued  that  the 
fibrous  materials  in  the  raw  waste  are 
removed  by  primary  treatment  and  that 
the  biological  susp^ded  solids  in  the 
final  effluent  from  the  biological  treat¬ 
ment  system  characteristically  do  not 
settle.  It  was  suggested  that  since  the 
biological  solids  do  not  settle  and  cause 
problems  of  sludge  beds  in  receiving 
wastes  and  no  harm  is  caused  to  the 
environment  other  than  an  exertion  of 
BOD  which  is  regulated  by  the  BOD5 
limitations,  the  TSS  limitation  be  re¬ 
moved  or  replaced  by  a  settleable  solids 
limitation  which  would  measure  the  po¬ 
tential  for  sludge  bed  buildup. 

The  Agency  believes  that  the  TSS  in 
final  effluents  from  pulp  and  paper  mill 
biological  treatment  systems  are  harm¬ 
ful  to  aquatic  environments.  The  Agency 
concurs  that  the  fibrous  materials  in  the 
raw  waste  should  settle  out  in  a  well 
designed  and  operated  primary  treat¬ 
ment  system.  As  discussed  in  Section  VI 
of  the  Development  Document,  the 


Agency  believes  that  the  TSS  frcm  pulp 
and  paper  mill  biological  treatment  S3rs- 
tems  have  the  following  detrimental  ef¬ 
fects  upon  receiving  water  environments: 
(1)  increases  in  the  turtridlty  of  the  re¬ 
ceiving  water  resulting  in  reduced  light 
transmission  and  accompanying  effects, 
such  as  reduced  photosynthesis,  (2) 
aesthetic  effects,  (3)  settling  sus¬ 
pended  solids  to  the  bottom  of  receiving 
waters,  and  (4)  exertion  of  BOD  by  the 
biological  suspended  solids.  The  BOD 
exerted  by  the  biological  suspended  s(4ids 
is  <mly  partially  measiued  by  the  BODS 
test,  as  the  BOD20  test  would  be  more 
descriptive  of  the  oxygen  consmning  ef¬ 
fects.  Thus,  the  Agency  believes  that 
suspended  solids  from  pulp  and  paper 
mill  biological  treatment  systems  are  pol¬ 
lutants  which  cause  detrimental  receiv¬ 
ing  water  effects.  Therefore,  the  TSS 
limitation  was  not  removed  from  the 
regulations. 

(22)  Many  comments  were  received 
that  stated  that  the  technology  of  lime 
treatment  for  removal  of  color  has  not 
been  fully  demonstrated.  The  oomment- 
ers  stated  that  a  large  number  of  oper¬ 
ating  problems  continue  to  give  difficulty 
in  achieving  adequate  consistent  color 
removal  levels  and  that  specifically,  in¬ 
creases  of  c(dor  fidlowlng  color  removal 
during  biological  treatment  are  being  ex¬ 
perienced  at  two  mills  employing  color 
removal  systems.  It  was  suggested  that 
since  the  lime  treatment  technology  is 
still  developing,  the  color  removal  limita¬ 
tions  for  new  sources  should  be  removed. 

The  Agency  believes  that  the  lime 
treatment  process  has  been  satisfactorily 
demonstrated  and  can  be  applied  to  new 
mills.  It  is  the  Agency’s  judgment  that 
the  operating  problems  being  experi¬ 
enced  by  the  two  full-scale  Installations 
are  inherent  to  the  specific  mills  in¬ 
volved.  For  example,  the  problem  of  in¬ 
creases  in  color  levels  through  the 
biological  treatment  systems  are  not  in¬ 
dicative  of  problems  of  the  lime  treat¬ 
ment  technology.  These  are  a  result  of 
the  specific  biological  systems  Involved, 
as  color  is  being  leached  into  the  waste 
water  from  the  groimd.  In  addition,  the 
Agency  feels  that  many  of  the  operating 
problems  can  be  solved  by  new  mills  by 
being  able  to  design  the  color  removal 
system  into  the  total  mill  design  rather 
than  adding  on  the  unit  operation  to  an 
existing  mill. 

(23)  Several  commenters  stated  that 
the  BATEA  limitations  for  color  removal 
should  be  increased  as  the  mills  pres¬ 
ently  using  the  recommended  Ume  treat¬ 
ment  cannot  meet  the  limitations.  Sug- 
guestions  for  increased  BATEA  limita¬ 
tions  were  made  and  data  was  provided. 

It  is  the  Agency’s  Judgment  that  many 
of  the  operating  problems  of  the  color 
removal  systems  presently  in  use  will  be 
solved  before  1983.  In  addition,  mills 
presently  using  the  color  removal  sys¬ 
tems  are  not  expected  to  meet  the  limi¬ 
tations  until  1983  by  which  time  the 
waste  water  flows  will  have  been  re¬ 
duced  through  in-plant  controls.  The 
reduction  In  waste  water  flows  will  allow 
the  mifia  to  meet  the  limitations  by  a  re¬ 
duction  in  total  color  discharged  per  day. 
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The  additional  Information  and  data 
submitted  to  the  Agency  during  the 
comment  period  substantiated  the  pro¬ 
posed  regulations. 

(24)  It  was  suggested  by  several  com- 
menters  that  the  color  limitation  should 
be  removed  frcnn  the  regulations  as  color 
has  not  been  established  as  a  pollutant 
and  Its  Inclusion  for  BATEIA  and  NSPS 
Is  not  Justified. 

As  discussed  In  Section  VI  of  the 
Development  Document,  the  Agency 
believes  that  color  is  a  major  pollutant 
parameter  and  has  the  following  detri¬ 
mental  effects:  (1)  Color  In  receiving 
waters  retards  sunlight  transmission  and 
interferes  with  photosynthc^  thereby 
rediiclng  productivity  the  aquatic  com- 
mimlty;  (2)  color  alters  the  natural 
stream  color  and  is  thereby  aesthetically 
displeasing;  (3)  color  has  a  detrimental 
effect  upon  downstream  municipal  and 
Industrial  water  users,  as  color,  even 
when  not  visually  apparent  (i.e.  turbid 
streams),  must  be  removed  before  use 
in  mimlclpal  and  Industrial  water  sup¬ 
plies;  (4)  color  bodies  complex  with 
meted  Ions,  such  as  iron  or  copper,  form¬ 
ing  tar-like  residues  which  remove 
metals  from  the  stock  available  to 
streeun  organisms  for  normed  metabo¬ 
lism,  emd  the  complexes  can  have  direct 
Inhibitory  effects  on  some  of  the  lower 
scede  of  orgemlsms  In  the  aquatic  com- 
mimlty;  (5)  color  is  an  Indicate  of 
potentlsdly  Inhibitory  compoimds  dis¬ 
charged  to  the  aquatic  environment; 
and  (6)  color  In  receiving  waters  affects 
fish  productivity  and  fish  movements. 
Therefore,  the  limitations  for  color  for 
BATEA  and  NSPS  were  not  removed 
from  the  regulations  as  the  Agency 
believes  that  color  Is  a  major  poUutant 
parameter. 

(25)  Two  commenters  felt  that  the 
costs  of  color  removal  did  not  consider 
many  of  the  engineering  problems  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  application  of  the 
massive  lime  technology. 

The  Agency  is  recommending  mlni- 
mxun  lime  treatment  for  color  removal 
for  BAinA  limitations  and  NSPS  for 
two  subcategories.  Hie  color  limitations 
were  based  upon  the  minimum  lime 
process  whldi  has  been  demonstrated  by 
two  mills  In  full-scale.  Hie  minimum 
lime  process  Is  less  complex  than  the 
massive  lime  process  and  thus  has  fewer 
engineering  problems.  Hierefore,  the 
costs  for  color  removal  were  for  the  min¬ 
imum  lime  process  and  not  for  the  mas¬ 
sive  lime  process. 

(26)  One  commenter  stated  that  the 
NSSC — sodium  base  limitations  were 
based  upon  an  atypical  mill,  as  approxi¬ 
mately  one-third  of  Its  furidkh  (fibrous 
raw  material)  Is  waste  paper  and  the 
waste  cooking  liquor  is  spray  Irrigated. 
It  was  argued  that  these  two  factors 
result  hi  an  atypical  low  raw  waste  load 
and  that  the  limitations  should  be  based 
on  mills  which  use  NSSC  furnish  and 
which  have  recovery  (or  Incineration) 
for  disposal  of  their  waste  liquors. 

The  Agmcy  concurs  that  the  amount 
of  waste  paper  used  as  fuml^  and  the 
method  of  liquor  disposal  have  effects 
up(m  the  raw  waste  lo^.  Additional  data 


provided  to  the  Agency  by  individual 
mills  and  the  pulp  and  paper  technical 
association  has  been  evaluated  and  the 
limitations  have  been  revised  to  refiect 
the  effect  of  the  t3T>e  fiumlsh  and  the 
waste  liquor  disposal  methods  upon  raw 
waste  load. 

(27)  Pour  comments  were  received  that 
stated  that  the  recommended  technology 
for  mills  to  achieve  the  BPCTCA  limita¬ 
tions  will  require  mills  to  install  both 
internal  and  external  ctmtrols.  It  was 
argued  that,  in  effect,  this  pushes  the 
1983  limitations  up  to  1977  because  the 
intent  of  the  Act  was  to  emidiasize  ex¬ 
ternal  treatment  to  meet  the  1977  lim¬ 
itations  and  to  ^phaslze  internal  con¬ 
trols  in  1983.  It  was  also  suggested  that 
since  the  1983  Internal  technologies  are 
essentially  being  required  In  1977,  the 
costs  of  achieving  the  BPCTCA  llmita- 
ticms  will  be  substantially  higher  and  the 
economic  impact  may  be  significant. 

It  Is  the  (g>inl<xi  of  the  Agency  that  the 
Act  does  not  preclude  considering  some 
in-plant  contnd  changes  as  part  of 
BPCTCA.  Section  304(b)  (1)  (B)  includes 
consideration  of  ‘'the  process  employed” 
and  “process  changes”  as  pert  of  the  de¬ 
termination  of  BPC7TCA.  Where  an  In- 
plant  change  can  be  Implemented  by 
1977  and  meets  the  other  requirements 
of  sectitxi  304(b)  (1),  there  is  no  reason 
to  differentiate  such  control  measure 
from  any  other  control  measure  or  prac¬ 
tice  Imposed  as  part  of  BPCTCA.  The 
In-plant  changes  which  have  been 
Identified  as  available  in  1977  are  prac¬ 
tices  which  are  in  common  use  In  the 
industry. 

(28)  One  comment  was  made  that  the 
(xmstructlcm  schedules  for  treatment 
systems  presented  in  the  prc^x)6ed  De- 
vel(^>ment  Document  do  not  consider 
many  factors,  such  as  review  and  nego¬ 
tiation,  Increasingly  slow  equlixnent  de¬ 
liveries  and  the  effects  climate  upon 
construction. 

The  original  intent  of  the  inclusion  of 
ccmstructlon  schedules  was  not  that  they 
be  specific  rules  for  oxistruction,  but 
that  they  be  guides  as  to  that  which  can 
be  done  and  tq>proximately  the  amount 

time  that  might  be  Invcdved.  Hie  sev¬ 
eral  factors  mentioned  were  considered 
but  the  predlctlcMi  of  factors  such  as  In¬ 
creasingly  slow  equipment  deliveries  is 
difficult  to  forceea. 

(29)  Two  (xmunenters  stated  that  the 
limitations  should  be  written  as  net  p(d- 
lutants  and  mills  should  be  given  credit 
for  pollutants  In  their  raw  water  supi^. 

Hie  efDuent  limitations  have  gener¬ 
ally  been  developed  on  a  gross  or  abso¬ 
lute  basis.  However,  the  Agency  recog¬ 
nizes  that  In  certain  Instances  pollut¬ 
ants  will  be  present  In  navigable  waters 
which  supply  a  plant’s  Intake  water  fix 
significant  oonc^tratlcms  which  may 
not  be  removed  to  the  lev^  specified 
in  the  limitations  by  the  apffficatlon  of 
treatment  technology  ctmtemplated  by 
BPCTCA. 

Accordingly,  the  Agency  Is  currmtly 
developing  amendments  to  its  NPDES 
permit  regulations  (40  CFR  Part  125) 
which  win  specify  the  situations  In  whldi 
the  Regional  Adminlslrator  may  allow 


a  credit  for  such  poUutants.  The  regu¬ 
lations  will  be  pr(HX)sed  for  public  com¬ 
ment  In  the  near  future. 

(30)  Several  commenters  stated  that 
the  Agency  should  provide  a  range  of 
efBuent  limitations  Instead  of  a  single 
limitation,  as  the  range  would  aUow  the 
Regional  Administrators  to  determine  the 
appropriate  limitation  for  each  min  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  specific  conditions  at 
the  mills. 

The  present  limitations  take  differ¬ 
ences  within  an  industry  Into  account 
through  subcategorization,  rather  than 
by  use  of  ranges  of  numbers  to  be  varied 
at  the  discretion  of  the  office  issuing  per¬ 
mits.  The  28  Industries  noted  In  Section 
306  of  the  Act,  for  example,  have  already 
brokoi  some  of  the  broad  Industrial 
groups  Into  subgroups  such  as  the  chemi¬ 
cal  industry  into  Inorganic  chemicals, 
organic  chemicals,  plastics  and  synthet¬ 
ics,  petrochemicals,  soaps  and  deter¬ 
gents,  fertilizers,  and  rubber.  The  pulp 
and  paper  Industry  has  be^  broken  Into 
5  Initial  subcategories  with  15  sets  of 
limitations.  In  addition,  a  seccmd  phase 
(tf  guideline  issuance  will  estaffilsh  addi¬ 
tional  subcategories. 

(31)  Several  c(Hnmenters  stated  that 
the  exemplary  mills  as  Identified  In  the 
Development  Document  w^e  not  typical 
of  the  mills  in  each  s^cific  subcat^ory. 
Analyses  of  nearly  each  exemplary  mill 
was  provided  showing  how  each  mill  was 
atypical  The  factors  presented  which 
were  discussed  as  atypdcal  (peratkMis  In¬ 
cluded  the  following:  external  treatment 
systems  designed  specifically  to  meet  re¬ 
ceiving  water  quality  standards,  and  low 
raw  waste  loculs  resulting  from  exten¬ 
sive  Internal  controls. 

The  Agency  ccmtends  that  the  Internal 
and  external  treatment  systems  In  ques¬ 
tion  which  may  have  b^n  Installed  to 
meet  water  quality  requirements  In  re¬ 
ceiving  waters  are  r^resentative  of 
BPCTCA.  These  systems  are  In  common 
use  which  Indicates  that  the  technologies 
are  practicable  as  mills  having  Installed 
these  systems  have  not  been  significantly 
economically  lmp>acted.  The  Agency  be¬ 
lieves  that  these  systems  are  normal  in¬ 
ternal  controls  and  the  external  systems 
are  achieving  normal  pollutant  reduc¬ 
tions.  The  reasons  why  the  particular 
controls  were  Installed  Is  not  relevant  to 
determination  of  their  availability. 

(32)  One  commenter  said  that  there 
was  no  real  analysis  of  the  costs  of  air 
ai^  water  pollution  control  and  the  bene¬ 
fits  derived 

The  limitations,  as  mandated  by  the 
“Act",  are  technologically  based,  and 
benefits  are  expressed  in  terms  of  ef- 
fiuent  reduction.  Although  air  pollutlcm 
control  costs  were  not  quantified,  con¬ 
sideration  was  given  to  this  factor  when 
the  economic  Impact  was  assessed. 

(33)  One  commenter  said  that  while 
pollution  control  cost  Information  was 
provided  for  a  single  model  mill  for  each 
subcategory,  costs  tend  to  be  hlgh^  for 
smaller  ml^  and  their  adverse  eco¬ 
nomics  of  scale  effects  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  In  the  econmnlc  analysis. 

The  economic  analysis  pointed  out  that 
costs  tended  to  increase  for  smaller  mills. 
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As  a  result,  the  economic  impact  analysis 
focused  on  the  smaller  mills  in  each 
subcategory.  The  economic  impact  was 
not  significant  in  that  no  plant  closures 
and  loss  of  production  capacity  were  in¬ 
dicated  for  unbleached  krsift  mills; 
2.5%-4.2%  of  production  capacity  would 
possibly  close  for  NSSC  mills,  and  1.7%- 
2.5%  for  paperboard  from  waste  paper 
mills. 

(34)  Several  commenters  stated  that 
the  costs  for  pollution  control  presented 
in  the  Developmoit  Document  and  in  the 
Economic  Analysis  are  expressed  in  1971 
dollars  and  that  these  1971  costs  do  not 
reflect  the  actual  costs  to  the  Industry 
in  1977  or  1983.  Therefore,  the  economic 
impact  is  understated. 

The  economic  analysis  has  assiuned 
that  the  cost  of  pollution  control  will  In¬ 
crease  at  a  rate  similar  to  the  general 
inflation  rate.  Therefore,  the  annual  cost 
of  pollution  control  as  a  percent  of  sales, 
or  the  ci^ital  cost  as  a  percent  of  plant 
investment,  is  expected  to  be  relatively 
stable.  As  a  result,  the  econcxnlc  analysis 
used  these  relatively  stable  parameters 
for  assessing  econcunlc  Impact  in  1977 
and  1983. 

(35)  Two  commenters  stated  that  the 
cost  of  land  disposal,  as  ];H*esented  in  the 
Appendix  of  the  Economic  Analysis,  is 
uMerstated. 

The  economic  impact  analysis  Is  es- 
soitially  an  update  of  a  1971  study  which 
was  conducted  for  the  Council  on  En¬ 
vironmental  Quality.  The  Impact  pro¬ 
jections  made  in  the  1971  study  were  re¬ 
vised  to  reflect  the  actual  limitations 
and  such  items  as  the  associated  costs, 
the  current  industry  segment  status  and 
current  projections  regarding  ciH;)acity, 
and  demand.  For  the  purpose  (rf  (xm- 
venlence  to  the  reader  of  the  economic 
analysis,  the  1971  study  was  Included  in 
the  Appendix.  The  cost  estimates  In  the 
Appendix  were  not  those  made  in  the 
economic  analysis.  In  the  case  of  sludge 
disposal,  for  the  conditicms  stated  by 
the  commenter,  the  costs  would  be  fifty 
perooit  greater  than  those  diown  In  the 
Appendix.  Further,  the  costs  of  sludge 
disposal  are  a  small  component  of  the 
annual  costs  and  their  variability  does 
not  affect  the  conclTisions  of  the  analysis. 

(36)  The  comment  was  made  that  the 
pollution  control  costs  do  not  include 
a  reasonable  return  on  Investmrait. 

The  pollution  contnd  cost  estimates 
included  the  cost  of  capital  which  Im- 
pliclty  reflect  a  minimum  required  re¬ 
turn  on  Investment.  Because  the  cost  of 
capital  used  was  the  cost  of  d^>t.  the 
actual  cost  of  capital  to  the  Industry  may 
have  been  understated.  However,  the  re- 
Bulthig  difference  in  pollution  control 
costs  are  small  and  would  not  affect  the 
conclusions  of  the  econmnlc  analysis. 

(b)  Revision  to  the  prc^xxed  regula¬ 
tion  prior  to  promulgation. 

As  a  result  of  public  comments,  addi¬ 
tional  technical  data,  and  continuing 
review  of  the  proposed  regulations  by  the 
EPA,  the  following  Changes  have  been 
made  in  the  regulation. 

(1)  The  temperature  variance  was  re¬ 
moved  from  the  regulations  because  of 


the  difficulty  in  implementing  the  temp- 
eratxure  variance  in  the  regulation  of 
NPDES  permits.  The  regulations  were 
revised  to  reflect  the  seasonality  oi  efflu¬ 
ent  qualities  by  utilizing  the  maximum 
month  of  pollutant  discharge  by  exem¬ 
plary  mills. 

(2)  The  definiticm  of  production  was 
changed  from  the  maximum  seven  days 
production  to  the  annual  average  pro¬ 
duction.  This  change  is  consistent  with 
the  production  basis  which  was  used  In 
the  development  of  the  limitations. 

(3)  The  technology  for  suspended 
solids  reduction  by  mixed-media  filtra¬ 
tion  has  been  removed  from  the  tech¬ 
nologies  Identified  for  new  sources.  The 
limitations  were  revised  to  reflect  the 
removal  of  mixed-media  filtratlcm  and 
has  resulted  hi  less  stringent  limitations 
for  new  sources. 

(4)  The  variance  for  hydraulic  bark¬ 
ing  has  been  removed  due  to  ttie  trend 
In  the  Industry  to  discontinue  this  proc¬ 
essing  method.  The  Agency  Identified 
only  (me  mill  currently  using  the  process 
in  these  subcategories. 

(5)  Reevaluation  of  the  original  data 
base  and  evaluation  of  data  received 
during  the  comment  period  In  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  removal  of  the  temperature 
variance  resulted  in  revised  limitations 
for  all  subcategories. 

(6)  Through  evaluatlcm  ot  the  ex¬ 
panded  data  base  and  examination  of 
additicmal  Information  developed  within 
EPA,  it  was  determined  that  the  previ¬ 
ously  Identified  exemplary  mill  to  the 
ammonia  base  NSSC  subcategory  did 
not  meet  the  requirements  of  BPCTCA 
and  thus,  the  limitations  were  revised 
to  reflect  the  appllcaticm  of  BPCTCA. 

(7)  Section  304(b)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Act 
provides  feu:  “guidelines^  to  Implement 
the  uniform  nati(mal  standards  of  sec¬ 
tion  301(b)(1)(A).  Thus  Congress  rec¬ 
ognized  that  sernae  flexibility  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  order  to  take  into  account  the 
(xxnplexlty  of  the  industrial  world  with 
respect  to  the  practlcaUllty  of  p(^ution 
(xmtnd  technology.  In  conformity  with 
the  CTongresslonal  Intent  and  to  recogni- 
tton  of  the  possible  failure  of  these  reg¬ 
ulations  to  account  for  all  factors 
bearing  <m  the  practicabllfty  of  control 
technology.  It  was  ccmcluded  that  some 
provlsl(m  was  needed  to  authorize  flex- 
Itollty  to  the  sMct  appAcatlon  of  the 
Umltatkms  contained  to  the  regulatlcm 
where  required  by  special  drcumstances 
i^ldicable  to  Individual  dischargers.  Ac¬ 
cordingly.  a  provision  allowing  flexibil¬ 
ity  to  the  tqmlicati(m  of  the  limitations 
r^mesenttog  best  practicable  (xmtnd 
technedogy  currently  available  has  been 
added  to  each  subpart,  to  accoimt  for 
special  circumstances  that  may  not  have 
been  adequately  accounted  for  wh^ 
these  regulatlcms  were  develope(L 

(c)  Economic  impact. 

The  changes  that  were  made  to  the 
pr(HX)6ed  regulations  have  resulted  to  re¬ 
visit  limitations.  The  costs  associated 
with  these  limitations  have  not  changed 
substantially  and  therefore  the  conclu¬ 
sions  of  the  economic  analysis  remain 
unehangecL  However,  to  the  case  of  the 
NSSC  subcategories,  the  availability  of 


additicmal  Informaticm  has  resulted  to 
the  reduction  of  potential  mill  closures 
from  six  to  three. 

Overall,  the  projected  Impacts  of 
BPCTCA  include: 

3-6%  price  increases; 

7-10  potential  closures  out  of  188  mills, 
represoitlng  1-1.4%  of  capacity;  and 
810-1,250  potential  unemployed  per¬ 
sons  r^resenting  1.1-1.6%  of  total  ^- 
ploym^t  for  these  mills. 

Industry  growth  will  not  be  signifi¬ 
cantly  affected  by  capital  requirements 
assemiated  with  these  effluent  limitations. 
Expected  increased  prices  and  slow 
growth  to  capa(uty  for  the  next  few  years 
is  primarily  a  result  of  the  business  cycle 
and  the  last  several  years  of  price  con¬ 
trols.  With  projected  higher  prices  and 
profltatolity,  the  industsy  will  be  able  to 
raise  sufficient  capital  for  needed  ex- 
pcuisicm. 

(d)  Chst-benefit  analysis. 

The  deterimental  effects  of  the  con¬ 
stituents  of  waste  waters  now  discharged 
by  point  sources  within  the  unbleached 
kraft,  semi-chemical,  and  paperboard 
segments  of  the  pulp,  paper,  and  piqmr- 
bemrd  mills  manufacturing  point  source 
category  are  discussed  to  Section  VI  of 
the  report  entitled  “Develoixnent  Docu¬ 
ment  for  Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines 
for  the  Unbleached  Kraft  and  Semi- 
Chemical  Pulp  Mmiufacturing  Segment 
of  the  Pulp,  Paper,  and  Paperboard  Mills 
Point  Source  Category”  (May  1974).  It 
is  not  feasible  to  quantify  to  economic 
terms,  particularly  on  a  national  basis, 
the  costs  resulting  from  the  discharge  of 
these  pollutants  to  our  Nation’s  water¬ 
ways.  Nevertheless,  as  Indicated  to  Sec¬ 
tion  VL  the  pollutants  discharged  have 
substantial  and  damaging  Impacts  on 
the  quality  of  water  and  therefore  on 
Its  capacity  to  support  healthy  popula¬ 
tions  of  wildlife,  fish  and  other  aquatic 
wildlife  and  on  Its  suitability  for  indus¬ 
trial,  recreational  and  drinking  water 
supply  uses. 

The  total  cost  of  Implementing  the 
effluent  limitations  Includes  the  direct 
capital  and  operating  costs  of  the  pollu¬ 
tion  control  technology  employed  to 
achieve  compliance  and  the  Indirect  eco- 
ncnnlc  and  environmental  costs  Identi¬ 
fied  to  Section  vm  and  In  the  supple¬ 
mentary  report  entitled  “Economic 
Analysis  of  Proposed  Effluent  Guidelines 
PULP,  PAPER,  AND  PAPERBOARD 
INDUSTRY”  (September  1973).  Imple¬ 
menting  the  dBuent  limitations  guide¬ 
lines  will  substantially  reduce  the 
environmental  harm  which  would  other¬ 
wise  be  attributable  to  the  cemttoued 
discharge  of  polluted  waste  waters  fnmi 
existing  and  newly  constructed  plants  to 
the  pulp,  paper,  and  piq>erboard  In¬ 
dustry.  The  Agency  believes  that  the 
benefits  of  thus  reducing  the  pollutants 
discharged  justify  the  associated  costs 
which,  though  substantial  to  absolute 
terms,  represent  a  relatively  small  per¬ 
centage  of  the  total  citoltal  Investment 
to  the  Industry. 

(e)  Solid  waste  controL 
Solid  waste  eontiol  must  be  con¬ 
sidered.  The  waterborne  wastes  freun  the 
pulp,  paper,  and  paperboard  industry 
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may  contain  a  (xxislderable  volume  of 
metals  In  various  forms  as  a  part  of  the 
suspended  solids  pollutant.  Best  prac¬ 
ticable  (xmtrol  technology  and  best 
available  control  technology,  as  they  are 
known  today,  require  disposal  of  the 
pollutants  removed  from  waste  waters 
in  this  industry  in  the  form  of  solid 
wastes  and  liquid  concentrates.  In  some 
cases  these  are  nonhazardous  substances 
requiring  only  minimal  custodial  care. 
However,  some  constituents  may  be  haz¬ 
ardous  and  may  require  special  consid¬ 
eration.  In  order  to  ensure  long  term  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  environment  from  these 
hazardous  or  harmful  constituents,  spe¬ 
cial  consideration  of  disposal  sites  must 
be  made.  All  landfill  sites  where  such 
hazardous  wastes  are  disix)sed  should  be 
selected  so  as  to  prevent  horizontal  and 
vertical  migration  of  these  contaminants 
to  ground  or  surface  waters.  In  cases 
where  geologic  conditions  may  not  rea¬ 
sonably  ensiire  this,  adequate  precau¬ 
tions  (e.g.,  impervious  liners)  should  be 
taken  to  ensure  long  term  protection  to 
the  environment  from  hazardous  mate¬ 
rials.  Where  appropriate  the  location  of 
solid  hazardous  materials  disposal  sites 
shoiild  be  premanently  recorded  in  the 
appropriate  office  of  the  legal  jurisdic¬ 
tion  in  which  the  site  is  located. 

(f)  Publication  of  information  on 
processes,  procedures,  or  operating 
methods  which  result  in  the  elimination 
or  reduction  of  the  discharge  of  pollut¬ 
ants. 

In  conformance  with  the  requirements 
of  Section  304(c)  of  the  Act,  a  manual 
entitled,  “Development  Document  for 
Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines  and  New 
Source  Performance  Standards  for  the 
Unbleached  Kraft  and  Semi-Chemical 
Pulp  Manufacturing  Segment  of  the 
Pulp,  Paper,  and  Paperboard  Point 
Source  Category,”  is  being  published  and 
will  be  available  for  purchase  from  the 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20402  for  a  nominal  fee. 

(g)  Pinal  rulemaking. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  40 
CFTl  Chapter  I,  Subchapter  N  is  hereby 
amended  by  adding  a  new  Part  430,  Pulp, 
Paper,  and  Paperboard  Manufactiuing 
Point  Source  Category,  to  read  as  set 
forth  below.  An  order  of  the  Federal 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  entered  in  NRDC  v.  Train  (Civ.  No. 
1609-73)  on  November  27.  1973,  required 
that  the  Administrator  si^  final  effluent 
limitations  gmdellnes  for  this  Industry 
category  by  March  22,  1974.  That  order 
was  subsequently  modified  on  March  14, 
1974,  and  the  date  for  signing  extended 
until  May  6,  1974.  Thereafter,  on 

March  15,  1974,  the  District  Court  or¬ 
dered  that  the  effective  date  for  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  established  by  its 
November  27  order  remain  applicable 
and  not  be  affected  by  the  extension  of 
the  publication  date,  rnie  effective  date 
for  effluent  limitations  guidelines  for  this 
industry  established  by  the  Court’s  No¬ 
vember  27  order  is  May  21, 1974.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  good  cause  Is  found  for  the  final 
regulation  promulgated  as  set  forth  be¬ 


low  to  be  effective  upon  puUlcation  In 
tbe  Fedral  Register. 

Dated:  May  17, 1974. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Subpart  A — Unbleached  Kraft  Subcategory 
Sec. 

430.10  Applicability;  description  of  the  un¬ 

bleached  lu-aft  subcategory. 

430.11  Specialized  definitions. 

430.ia  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 
senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

430.13  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  r^»e- 

sentlng  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  beet  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

430.14  Reserved. 

430.15  Standards  of  performance  tar  new 

sources. 

430.16  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 

Subpart  B — Sodium  Based  Neutral  Sulfite 
Semi-Chemical  Subcatagory 

430.20  ^pUcabUlty;  description  of  the 

sodium  based  neutral  sulfite  seml- 
chemlcal  subcategory. 

430.21  Specialized  definitions. 

430.22  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  i^lica- 
tlon  of  the  best  practicable  contrc4 
technology  currently  available. 

430.23  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technol¬ 
ogy  economically  tichlevable. 

430.24  Reserved. 

430.25  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

430.26  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 

Subpart  C — Ammonia  Base  Neutral  Sulfite 
Semi-Chemical  Subcategory 

430.30  Applicability;  description  of  the  am¬ 

monia  base  neutral  sulfite  semi¬ 
chemical  subcategory. 

430.31  Specialized  definitions. 

430.32  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

430.33  Effliient  limitations  guld^ines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

430.34  Reserved. 

430.35  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

430.36  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sovurces. 

Subpart  D — Unbleached  Kraft — Neutral  Sulfite 
Semi-Chemical  (Cross  Recovery)  Subcategory 

430.40  Applicability;  description  of  the  un¬ 

bleached  kraft — neutral  sulfite 
seml-chemlcal  (cross  recovery) 
subcategory. 

430.41  Specialized  definitions. 

430.42  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  implica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 


Sec. 

430.43  Effluent  UmltattonB  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  beet  available  tech¬ 
nology  eccmomloally  achievable. 

430.44  Roocrved. 

430.45  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

430.46  Pretreatment  standards  f(v  new 

sources. 

Subpsrt  E — Paperboard  From  Waste  Paper 
Subcategory 

430.50  Applicability;  description  of  the  pa- 
,  perboard  from  waste  pim^r  sub¬ 
category. 

430.51  Specialized  definitions. 

430.52  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  ^uent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practlcaMe  control 
technology  currently  available. 

430.53  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

430.54  Reserved. 

430.55  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

somxes. 

430.56  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 

AuTHOBrrr:  Secs.  301,  304  (b)  and  (c), 
306  (b)  and  (c)  and  307(e)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  (TontrcH  Act,  as  amended 
(33  UA.C.  1251,  1311,  1314  (b)  and  (c),  1316 
(b)  and  (c) ,  and  1317(c) )  86  Stat  816  et  seq.; 
Pub  L.  92-500. 

Subpart  A — Unbleached  Kraft  Subcategory 

§  430.10  Applicability;  description  of 
the  unbleached  kraft  snbcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  pulp  and  paper  by  un¬ 
bleached  kraft  mills.  When  a  plant  is 
subject  to  effluent  limitations  covering 
more  than  one  subcategory,  the  dis¬ 
charge  hmitation  shaU  be  the  aggregate 
of  the  limitations  applicable  to  the  total 
pnxluctifHi  covered  by  each  subcategory. 

§  430.11  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apcdy  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Color  shall  mean  that  color  as 
measured  by  the  testing  method  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  National  Coimcil  for  Air 
and  Stream  Improvement,  (Inc.)  “Tech¬ 
nical  Bulletin  253,”  December  1971.  Color 
tmits  are  to  be  assumed  equal  to  mg/1. 

(c)  Total  suspended  nonfilterable  sol¬ 
ids  (TSS)  shall  mean  TSS  as  measured 
by  the  technique  utilizing  glass  fiber  disks 
as  specified  in  “Standard  Methods  for 
the  Examination  of  Water  and  Waste- 
water”  (13th  Edition). 

(d)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  average  off  the  machine  (air-dry 
tons). 

§  430.12  Effluent  limilatiom  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  sectiem,  EPA  took  into  a(x:ount 
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all  information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  fact<»s 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  ma¬ 
terials,  manufacturing  processes,  prod¬ 
ucts  produced,  treatmait  techonlogy 
available,  energy  re(iuirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  eflluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  Industry.  An  in¬ 
dividual  discharger  or  other  interested 
person  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State, 
if  the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating 
to  ttie  equipment  or  facilities  Involved, 
the  process  applied,  or  other  such  factors 
r^ated  to  such  dl8(diarger  are  funda¬ 
mentally  different  from  the  factors  C(m- 
sldered  in  the  establishment  of  the  guide¬ 
lines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  lnformatl<m,  the  Regional 
Administrator  (or  the  State)  will  make 
a  written  finding  that  such  factors  are 
or  are  not  fundamentally  different  for 
that  facility  compared  to  those  specified 
in  the  Development  Document.  If  such 
fundamentidly  different  factors  are  found 
to  e:dst,  the  Regional  Administrator  or 
the  State  shall  establl^  for  the  dis¬ 
charger  efDuent  limitations  In  the  NPDES 
permit  either  more  or  less  stringent  than 
the  limitations  established  herein,  to  the 
extent  dictated  by  such  fundamentally 
different  factors.  Su(di  limitations  must 
be  approved  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Hie 
Administrator  may  improve  or  disap¬ 
prove  such  limltati<His,  qiecify  other 
limitations,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  re¬ 
vise  these  regulations. 

The  f(^owing  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  whlcdi  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpcui  after  api^catlon  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  curr^tly 
availalde: 

KfBnent  Bmitationi 

Effluent  ATerageofdaQy 

ehereeteriitlc  Maxhnmu  for  velnee  for  SO 

any  1  day  eonaecotlTe  daya 
ibaODOteKoeea— 


Metite  nolta  (kflasraDu  per  1,000  k| 
of  pr^oet) 

BOIM..rrs=:x;:3sa  H  XS 


tlon,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the 
beet  available  technology  economically 
achievable: 

Effluent  Umitations 

Effluent  Average  of  dally 

characteristio  Mazimam  for  values  for  SO 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
■ball  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 

17  1.86 

TS8 _ _ _ A  7  L88 

Color _ _  U.0  10.0 

pH _ Within  the  range  AO  to  9.0. 

EngUsb  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
product) 

BOD6 _ 8.4  17 

TBS _ 7.4  A  7 

C<dor _  Sao  20.0 

pH _ Within  the  range  AO  to  9.A 


§  430.14  Reserved. 

§  430.15  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sonrces. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality  (ff 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  c<hi- 
trolled  by  this  sectlfm,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  new  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  ot  this  subpart: 

Effluent  limitations 

E  ffluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maiimnin  for  values  for  80 

any  1  day  consecutive  davs 
■hall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 

BOD8..=:=ri^=  A1  L88 

THR - 7.8  g.78 

U.0  lAO 

Within  the  range  AO  to  9.A 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  ««( 
product) 

BODf  A  2  A 1 

T8S_==s2s==s=a  lAO  7.8 

Cokir_:===s:  lAO  9A0 

pw  - —  Within  the  range  AO  to  O.A 


§  430.16  Pretreabnent  standards  for 
new  sonrces. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under 
sectkm  S07(e)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  unbleached  kraft  subcategory, 
which  is  a  user  of  a  publicly  owned  treats 
ment  works  (and  which  would  be  a  new 
source  subject  to  section  306  of  the  Act, 
If  it  were  to  discharge  pollutants  to  the 


case  of  standards  providing  no  discharge 
of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly  reduced  in 
stringency  for  that  pollutant. 

Subpart  B — Sodium  Based  Neutral  Sulfite 
Semi-Chemical  Subcategory 

§  430.20  Applicability;  description  of 
the  sodium  bas^  neutral  sulfite 
semi-chemical  subcategory. 

The  provlsicms  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  pulp  and  paper  by  sodliun 
base  neutral  sulfite  seml-chemlcal  mills. 
When  a  plant  Is  subject  to  efSuent  limita¬ 
tions  covering  more  than  one  subcate- 
goiy,  the  discharge  limitation  shall  be 
the  aggregate  of  the  limitations  applica¬ 
ble  to  the  total  prodyctlon  covered  by 
each  subcategory. 

§  430.21  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth- 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  std>part. 

(b)  Color  shall  mean  that  color  as 
measured  by  the  testing  method  pre¬ 
sented  In  the  National  (Itouncll  for  Air 
and  Stream  Improvement,  (Inc.)  "Tech¬ 
nical  Bulletin  253,"  December  1971.  Color 
units  are  to  be  assmned  equal  to  mg/1. 

(c)  Total  suspended  nonfilterable  solids 
(TSS)  shall  mean  TSS  as  measured  by 
the  technique  utilizing  glass  fiber  disks 
as  specified  In  "Standard  Methods  for  the 
Examination  of  Water  and  Wastewaster" 
(13th  Edition) . 

(d)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  average  off  the  machine  (air-dry 
tons). 

§  430.22  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
redaction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  beat  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  Into  accoimt  all 
Information  It  was  able  to  collect,  develfv 
and  solicit  with  req;)ect  to  factors  (such 
as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  materials, 
manufacturing  processes,  products  pro¬ 
duced.  treatment  technology  available, 
energy  requirements  and  costs)  corre¬ 
spondingly  reduced  in  stringency  for  that 
pollutant. 

Subpart  R— Sodium  Based  Neutral  Sulfite 
Semi-Chemkal  Subcategoiy 

§  430.20  Applicability  t  description  of 
the  sodium  based  neutral  sulfite 
semi-diemical  i(iibcategory. 


T88_«srnsT5x;^s» 

pH.;s;apar.;xvm;s 


1X0  AO 

Wltlitn  tbs  raBS«  AO  to  O.A 


En^lsta  imttB  (poonds  per  ton  of 
product) 


BOD8....gsa«m8ss  11. 2  AO 

T8S_=aKSsaxa=i  XLO  1X0 

pTT  iiiniiiBi  I  III  1  Within  tbs  rsngs  AO  to  O.A 


navigable  waters),  shall  be  the  standard 
set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part  126,  exc^t  that, 
for  the  purpose  ot  this  section,  40  CFR 
128.133  shall  be  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 


The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  pulp  and  psqier  by  sodium 
base  neutral  sulfite  seml-chemlcal  mills. 
When  a  plant  is  subject  to  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  covering  more  than  one  subcate- 


S  430.13  Effluent  Bmflatioas  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
redaction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  availaUe  technology 
eetmomieally  achievable. 


In  40  OFB  128.131,  the  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ard  for  Incompatible  pollutcmts  Introduced 
Into  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  Shall 
be  the  standard  of  performance  for  new 
sources  specified  tn  40  CFR  430.16;  Provided, 
That,  tf  the  publicly  owned  Ueatment  works 
which  receives  the  pollutants  Is  committed. 


gory,  the  discharge  limitation  shall  be 
the  aggregate  of  the  limitations  iqipllca- 
ble  to  the  total  production  covered  by 
each  subcategory. 

S  430.21  Specialized  definttions. 


The  following  limitations  establish  the 
qoantl^  or  quality  ot  pollutants  or  pol- 
tatant  pn^iertles,  controlled  by  this  sec- 


In  Its  NPDEB  permit,  to  remove  a  specified 
pwoentage  of  any  Incompatible  p<dlutant, 
the  pretrealanent  standard  applicable  to  users 
of  such  treatment  works  shall,  except  in  the 


For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth- 
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ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Color  shall  mean  that  color  aa 
measured  by  the  testing  method  pre¬ 
sented  In  the  National  Council  for  Air 
and  Stream  Improvement,  (Inc.)  “Tech¬ 
nical  Bulletin  253,”  December  1971.  Color 
units  are  to  be  assiuned  equal  to  mg/1, 

(c)  Total  suspended  nonfllterable 
solids  (TSS)  shall  mean  TSS  as  meas¬ 
ured  by  the  technique  utilizing  glass  fiber 
disks  as  specified  in  “Standard  Methods 
for  the  Examination  of  Water  and 
Wastewater”  (13th  Edition). 

(d)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 

annual  average  off  the  machine  (air-dry 
tons) .  » 

§  430.22  Effluent  limitallone  {guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  account 
all  information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  mate¬ 
rials.  manufacturing  processes,  products 
produced,  treatment  technology  availa¬ 
ble,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  industry  subcate¬ 
gorization  and  effluent  levels  established. 
It  is,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  these  limitations  have  not 
been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these  lim¬ 
itations  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  other  interested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  has 
the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  permits) 
that  factors  relating  to  the  equipment 
or  facilities  involved,  the  process  applied, 
or  other  such  factors  related  to  such 
discharger  are  fundamentally  different 
from  the  factors  considered  in  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis 
of  such  evidence  or  other  available  in¬ 
formation,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not 
fundamentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specified  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Dociunent.  If  such  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  factors  are  found  to  exist, 
the  Regional  Administrator  or  the  State 
shall  establish  for  the  discharger  effluent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fundamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
sul^art  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available: 


EfSuent  limitations 


E  (fluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BOD« .  8.7  4.36 

TSS. .  11.0  6.6 

pll . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


of  product) 


BODS .  17.4  8.7 

TSS .  22.0  11.0 

pH . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


§  430.23  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the 
best  available  technology  economically 
achievable: 


Effluent  limitations 

E  (fluent  Average  of  dally 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BODfi. .  4.6  .2-26 

TSS .  8.0  2.8 

Color . .  78  percent  removal. 

pH . . . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


of  product) 


BOD6. .  9.0  4.6 

TSS .  10.0  6.0 

Color . 76  percent  removal. 

pH . . . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


§  430.24  Reserved. 

§  430.25  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  new  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  eonsecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kllagrams  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BOD6 .  6.2  2.6 

TSS .  7.7  3.85 

pH . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


of  product) 


BOD6. . .  ia4  6.2 

TSS .  16.4  7.7 

pH.. _ _ Within  the  rang*  B.O  to  9.0. 


§  430.26  Pretreatment  standards  for 
new  sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  sodium  based  neutral  sulfite 
semi-chemical  subcategory,  which  is  a 
user  of  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  (and  which  would  be  a  new  source 
subject  to  section  306  of  the  Act,  if  it 
were  to  discharge  pollutants  to  the  navi¬ 
gable  waters) ,  shall  be  the  standard  set 
forth  in  40  CFR  Part  128,  except  that, 
for  the  purpose  of  this  section,  40  CFR 
128.133  shall  be  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
in  40  CFR  128.131,  the  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ard  for  incompatible  pollutants  introduced 
into  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  shaU 
be  the  standard  of  performance  for  new 
sources  specified  in  40  CFR  430.26:  Provided, 
That,  if  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
which  receives  the  pollutants  is  committed. 
In  its  NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified 
percentage  of  any  incompatible  poUutant, 
the  pretreatment  standard  applicable  to 
users  of  such  treatment  works  phall,  except 
in  the  case  of  standards  providing  for  no 
discharge  of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly 
reduced  In  stringency  for  that  poUutant. 

Subpart  C — ^Ammonia  Base  Neutral  Sulfite 
Semi-Chemical  Subcategory 

§  430.30  Applicability;  description  of 
the  ammonia  base  neutral  sulfite 
semi-chemical  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from 
the  production  of  pulp  and  paper  by  am¬ 
monia  base  neutral  sulfite  semi-chemical 
mills.  When  a  plant  is  subject  to  effluent 
limitations  covering  more  than  one  sub¬ 
category,  the  discharge  limitation  shall 
be  the.  aggregate  of  the  limitations  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  total  production  covered 
by  each  subcategory. 

§  430.31  Speciglized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Color  shall  mean  that  color  as 
measured  by  the  testing  method  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  National  Council  for  Air 
and  Stream  Improvement,  (Inc.)  “Tech¬ 
nical  Bulletin  253,”  December  1971.  Color 
units  are  to  be  assumed  equal  to  mg/1. 

(c)  Total  suspended  nonfilterable  sol¬ 
ids  (TSS)  shall  mean  TSS  as  measured 
by  the  technique  utilizing  glass  fiber 
disks  as  specific  in  “Standard  Methods 
for  the  Examination  of  Water  and 
Wastewater”  (13th  Edition). 

(d)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  average  off  the  machine  (air-dry 
tons). 

§  430.32  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section.  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  It  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
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factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  Industry  subcate¬ 
gorization  and  effluent  levels  established. 
It  is,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  these  limitation  have  not 
been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  shoiUd  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  individ¬ 
ual  discharger  or  other  interested 
person  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if 
the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating 
to  the  equipment  or  facilities  involved, 
the  process  applied,  or  other  such  factors 
related  to  such  discharger  are  funda¬ 
mentally  different  from  the  factors  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence 
or  other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State) 
will  make  a  written  finding  that  such 
factors  are  or  are  not  fundamentally  dif¬ 
ferent  for  that  facility  compared  to  those 
specified  in  the  Development  Document. 
If  such  fundamentally  different  factors 
are  found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  the  State  shall  establish 
for  the  discharger  effluent  limitations 
in  the  NPDES  permit  either  more  or 
less  stringent  than  the  limitations  estab¬ 
lished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by 
such  fundamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by  the 
Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limi¬ 
tations,  specify  other  limitations,  or  ini¬ 
tiate  proceedings  to  revise  these 
regulations. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  bests 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available: 


Effluent  limitations 

Effluent 

characteristic 

Maximum  for 
any  1  day 

Average  of  daily 
values  for  30 
consecutive  days 

shall  not  exoeed- 


Metric  units  Odlogranis  p«r  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BOD« .  8.0  4.0 

T88 .  lao  8.0 

pH . Within  the  range  8.0  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
product) 


BOD8 .  lOiO  8.0 

T88 .  20.0  10.0 

pH . .  Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


§  430.33  EflUncnt  limitatHHu  gniddines 
representing  the  degree  of  eflUnent 
redaction  attainable  by  the  applica* 
tion  of  the -beat  avaflable  technology 
economicsdly  achievable. 

ITie  foQowing  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  pollu¬ 
tants  or  pollutant  properties,  con- 
troUed  by  this  section,  which  may  be 


discharged  by  a  point  soimie  subject 
to  the  provisifHis  of  this  subpart  after 
application  ot  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  econfxnically  achievable: 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  dally 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  80 
any  1  day  consecutive  dan 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BOD8 .  6.4  8.2 

T88 .  6. 2  Z  6 

ColOT _ 76  percent  removal. 

pH . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
product) 


BODf .  118  6.4 

TS8 .  ia4  8.2 

Color . 78  percent  removal. 

pH . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


§  430.34  Reserved. 

§  430.35  Standards  of  performanre  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality 
of  pollutants  or  pollutant  properties, 
controlled  by  this  section,  which  may 
be  discharged  by  a  new  source  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BOD8..- .  7.8  8.78 

TSS .  7.6  3.76 

pH . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
product) 


BOD6 .  16. 0‘  7.8 

TSS .  18.0  7.8 

pU . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.a 


§  430.36  Pretrealment  standards  for 
new  sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  imder 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  ammonia  base  neutral  sulfite 
semi-chemical  subcategory,  which  is  a 
user  of  a  publicly  owmed  treatment  works 
(and  which  would  be  a  new  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  section  306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were 
to  discharge  pollutants  to  the  navigable 
waters) ,  shall  be  the  standard  set  forth 
in  40  CFR  Part  128,  except  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section,  40  (TFR  128.133 
shall  be  amended  to  read  as  follow's : 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth  In 
40  CFR  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard 
for  incompatible  pollutants  Introduced  into 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  shaU  be 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new  sources 
specified  in  40  CFR  430.35:  Provided.  That, 
If  the  pubUcIy  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  pollutants  Is  committed.  In  its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  per¬ 
centage  of  any  IncompatilHe  pollutant,  the 
pretreatment  standard  applicable  to  users  of 
such  treatment  works  shall,  except  In  the 
case  ot  standards  providing  for  no  discharge 
of  poUutants,  be  correspondingly  reduced  in 
stringency  for  that  poUutant. 


Subpart  D — Unbleached  Kraft — Neutral 

Sulfite  Semi-Chefnical  (Croes  Recovery) 

Subcategoiy 

§  430.44)  Applicol^ky ;  description  of 
the  onhleached  baft— neutral  sul¬ 
fite  semi-chemical  (cross  recovery) 
suheategmry. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  pulp  and  paper  by  com¬ 
bined  unbleached  kraft  and  neutral  sul¬ 
fite  semi-chemical  (NS8C)  mills,  where¬ 
in  the  spent  NSSC  cooking  liquor  is 
burned  ^thin  the  unbleached  kraft 
chemical  recovery  system.  When  a  plant 
is  subject  to  effluent  limitations  cover¬ 
ing  more  than  one  subcategory,  the  dis¬ 
charge  limitation  shall  be  the  aggregate 
of  the  limitations  applicable  to  the  total 
production  covered  by  each  subcategory. 

§  430.41  Specialised  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth- 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CIFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Color  shall  mean  that  color  as 
measured  by  the  testing  method  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  National  Council  for  Air 
and  Stream  Improvement,  (Inc.)  “Tech¬ 
nical  Bulletin  253,”  December  1971. 
Color  imits  are  to  be  assumed  equal  to 
mg/1. 

(c)  Total  suspended  nonfilterable 
solids  (TSS)  shall  mean  TSS  as  meas¬ 
ured  by  the  technique  utilizing  glass  fiber 
disks  as  specified  in  “Standard  Methods 
for  the  Examination  of  Water  and 
Wastewater”  (13th  Edition) . 

(d)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  average  off  the  machine  (air-dry 
tons). 

§  430.42  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  accotmt  all 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de- 
vel(H>  and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  ma¬ 
terials,  manufacturing  processes,  prod¬ 
ucts  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub- 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  Industry.  An  indi¬ 
vidual  discharger  or  other  Interested  per¬ 
son  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Regional 
Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the 
State  has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES 
permits) .  that  factors  relating  to  the 
equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  iqiplied,  or  other  such  factors 
related  to  such  discharger  are  fimda- 
mentally  different  from  the  factors  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence 
or  other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
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are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fimdamentally  different  factors  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less 
stringent  than  the  limitations  estab¬ 
lished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by 
such  fundamentsilly  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limita¬ 
tions,  specify  other  limitations,  or  ini¬ 
tiate  proceedings  to  revise  these  regula¬ 
tions. 

*  The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion.  wUch  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
soiu'ce  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available: 


EflSuent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characterisUc  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  da^ 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BOD*„. _ _ _  8.0  4.0 

TS8 .  12. 8  «.  25 

pH... . . . Within  the  range  0.0  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
product) 


BOD5„ .  lAO  8.0 

T88 .  26.0  12.6 

pH _ With  in  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


S  430.43  Efflaent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point ' 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
available  technology  economically  achiev¬ 
able: 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteiistio  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


BOD«„r.;;i=w~ _  3.2  1.8 

T8S._=.=i.=.i...  4.2  2.1 

Color..;r.;_;::;^.::;.-„.  26.0  12.5 

pH . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
product) 


BOD«„:=.=;.=:==  8.4  8.2 

TS8..-.=;=;^i.=  8.4  4.2 

Coloe..=.:ri=.=.=  37. 6  28. 0 

pH _ Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.a 


§  430.44  Reserved. 

§  430.45  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  new  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent 

characteristic 

Effluent  limitations 

Maximum  (or 
any  1  day 

Average  of  daily 
values  for  30 
consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 

Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 

o(  product) 

BOD6 . . 

3.8 

1.9 

TSS . . 

8.0 

4.0 

Color . 

26.0 

12.6 

pH . 

..  Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  o( 

product) 

BOD6 . . 

7.6 

3.8 

TSS . 

16.0 

&0 

Color . . 

37.6 

26.0 

pH 

§  430.46  Pretreatment  standards  for 
new  sources. 


The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  unbleached  kraft — ^neutral 
sulfite  semi-chemical  (cross  recovery) 
subcategory,  which  is  a  user  of  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works  (and  which 
would  be  a  new  source  subject  to  sec¬ 
tion  306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were  to  discharge 
pollutants  to  the  navigable  waters) ,  shall 
be  the  standard  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
128,  except  that,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section,  40  CFR  128.133  shall  be  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 


In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth  In 
40  CFR  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard 
tar  Incompatible  pollutants  Introduced  Into 
a  publicly  owned. treatment  works  shaU  be 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new  sources 
specified  In  40  CFR  430.46;  Provided,  That  If 
the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  pollutants  la  committed.  In  its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  per¬ 
centage  of  any  Incompatible  i>oUutant,  the 
pretreatment  standard  applicable  to  users 
of  such  treatment  works  shall,  except  in  the 
case  of  standards  providing  for  no  discharge 
of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly  reduced  in 
stringency  for  that  poUutant. 


Subpart  E — Paperboard  From  Waste  Paper 
Subcategory 

§  430.50  Applicability;  description  of 
the  paperboard  from  waste  paper 
subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpaxt  are 
applicable  to  discharges  resulting  from 
the  production  of  paperboard  from  waste 
paper.  When  a  plant  is  subject  to  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  covering  more  than  one 
subcategory,  the  discharge  limitation 
shall  be  the  aggregate  of  the  limita¬ 
tions  applicable  to  the  total  producti(Hi 
covered  by  each  subcategory. 
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§  430.51  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
general  definitions,  abbreviations  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Total  suspended  nonfilterable 
solids  (TSS)  shall  mean  TSS  as  meas¬ 
ured  by  the  technique  utilizing  glass 
fiber  disks  as  specified  in  “Standard 
Methods  for  the  Examination  of  Water 
and  Wastewater”  (13th  Edition). 

(c)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  average  off  the  machine  (air-dry 
tons). 

§  430.52  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into 
account  all  information  it  was  able  to 
collect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect 
to  factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of 
plant,  raw  materials,  manufacturing 
processes,  products  produced,  treat¬ 
ment  technology  available,  energy  re¬ 
quirements  and  costs)  which  can  affect 
the  industry  subcategorization  and  efflu¬ 
ent  levels  established.  It  is,  however, 
possible  that  data  which  would  affect 
these  limitations  have  not  been  avail¬ 
able  and,  as  a  result,  these  limitations 
should  be  adjusted  for  certain,  plants  in 
this  industry.  An  individual  discharger 
or  other  interested  person  may  submit 
evidence  to  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  has  the 
authority  to  issue  NPDES  permits)  that 
factors  relating  to  the  equipment  or 
facilities  Involved,  the  process  applied, 
or  other  such  factors  related  to  such 
discharger  are  fundamentally  different 
from  the  factors  considered  in  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  guidelines.  (Dn  the  basis 
of  such  evidence  or  other  available  in¬ 
formation,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not 
fimdamentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specified  in  the  De¬ 
velopment  Document.  If  such  fimda- 
mentally  different  factors  are  found  to 
exist,  the  Regional  Administrator  or  the 
State  shall  establish  for  the  discharger 
effluent  limitations  in  the  NPDES  per¬ 
mit  either  more  or  less  stringent  than 
the  limitations  established  herein,  to 
the  extent  dictated  by  such  fimdamen- 
tally  different  factors.  Such  limitations 
must  be  approved  by  the  Administrator 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
The  Administrator  may  approve  or  dis¬ 
approve  such  limitations,  specify  other 
limitations,  or  Initiate  proceedings  to 
revise  these  regulations. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  subpart  after  application  of  the 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available: 
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KflhMnt  ttmltatlons 


■ffliMBt  ATwage  of  daily 

charactadaUa  MaxlTmrm  ior  Tallies  for  SO 
any  1  day  eonaecntlTe  days 
■ball  not  exceed— 


Metric  nnlts  (kUoKrams  per  1,000 
kg  of  product) 


BOIM .  8.0  1.6 

T88 .  6.0  2.6 

pH _ Within  the  range  8.6  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
laroduct) 


BOD6 .  6. 0  3. 0 

TSS .  la  0  6. 0 

pH .  Within  tlie  range  8.0  to  9.0. 


§  430.53  Effluent  limitatione  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appliea* 
tion  of  the  best  available  teehnologv’ 
economically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec- 
tiOTi,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
available  technology  economically 
achievable: 


EflSucnt  limitations 

Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms)  per  1,000  kg 
of  product 


BOD6 .  1.3  0.65 

TSS .  1.6  .8 

pH .  Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
iwwiuct) 


BOI)6 .  2.6  1.3 

TSS .  0  2  1.6 

pH .  Witiiln  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


§  430.54  Reserved. 

§  430.55  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality 


of  pollutants  or  pollutant  properties, 
cmitrolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  new  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  oi  this  suln>art: 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  dally 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  80 
any  1  day  oonseentive  days 
shall  not  exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg 
of  product) 


B()U5 .  1.6  0.78 

TSS .  4. 0  2. 0 

pH.-- .  Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of 
pre^uct) 


BOD6 .  3.0  1.6 

TSS .  8. 0  4. 0 

pH . Within  the  range  6.0  to  9.0. 


§  430.56  Pretreatment  standarda  for 
new  sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under  sec¬ 
tion  307  (c>  of  the  Act  for  a  source  within 
the  paperboard  from  waste  paper  sub¬ 
category,  which  is  a  user  of  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  (and  which 
would  be  a  new  source  subject  to  section 
306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were  to  discharge 
pollutants  to  the  navigable  waters) ,  shall 
be  the  standard  set  forth  in  40  CFR,  Part 
128,  except  that,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
sectiim,  40  CFR  128.133  shall  be  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

In  addition  to  Uie  prohibitions  set  forth 
in  40  CFR  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard 
tor  Incompatible  poUutants  Introduced  into 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  shall  be 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new  sources 
iq>ecifled  In  40  CFR  430AS;  Provided,  That 
if  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  pollutants  is  committed,  in  its 
NPDE8  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  per¬ 
centage  of  any  Incompatible  pollutant,  the 
pretreatment  standard  applicable  to  users 
of  such  treatment  works  Miall,  except  in  the 
case  of  standards  providing  for  no  discharge 
at  pollutants,  be  oorresp<mdlngly  reduced  In 
stringency  for  that  pollutant. 

[FR  Doc.74-12020  Filed  5-28-74:8:46  am] 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
[40CFRPart430] 

PULP,  PAPER,  AND  PAPERBOARD  POINT 
SOURCE  CATEGORY 

Proposed  Application  of  Effluent  Umita* 

tions  Guidelines  for  Existing  Sources  to 

Pretreatment  Standards  for  Incompat¬ 
ible  Pollutants 

Notice  Is  hereby  given  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  301,  304  and  307(b)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act.  as  amend¬ 
ed  (the  Act) ;  33  UJS.C.  1251,  1311,  1314 
and  1317(b) ;  86  Stat.  816  et  seq.;  Pub. 
L.  92-500,  that  the  proposed  regulaticm 
set  forth  below  concerns  the  application 
of  efflu^t  limitations  guidelines  for  ex¬ 
isting  sources  to  pretreatment  standards 
for  incompatible  pollutants.  The  pro¬ 
posal  wUl  amend  40  C7FR  Part  430 — Pulp. 
Paper,  and  Paperboard  Manufacturing 
Point  Source  Category,  establishing  for 
each  subcategory  therein  the  extent  of 
application  of  efQuent  limitations  guide¬ 
lines  to  existing  soiuces  which  discharge 
to  publicly  owned  treatment  works.  The 
ree^atlon  is  intaided  to  be  comple¬ 
mentary  to  the  goieral  regulation  for 
pretreatmCTit  standards  set  forth  at  40 
CPR  Part  128.  The  general  regulation 
was  proposed  July  19,  1973  (38  FR 
19236),  and  published  in  final  form  on 
November  8.  1973  (38  FR  30982) . 

The  proposed  regulation  is  also  in¬ 
tended  to  supplement  a  final  regiilation 
being  simultaneously  promulgated  by 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(E3*A  or  Agency)  which  provides  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  for  existing  sources 
and  standards  of  performance  and  pre¬ 
treatment  standards  for  new  sources 
within  the  unbleached  kraft,  sodium  base 
neutral  sulfite  semi-chemical,  ammonia 
base  neutral  sulfite  semi-chemical,  un¬ 
bleached  kraft — neutral  sulfite  semi- 
chemical  (cross  recovery),  and  paper- 
board  from  waste  paper  subcategories 
of  the  pulp,  paper,  and  paperboard  point 
source  category.  The  latter  regulation 
applies  to  the  portion  of  a  discharge 
which  is  directed  to  the  navigable  waters. 
The  regulation  proposed  below  applies 
to  users  of  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  which  fall  within  the  description 
of  the  point  soxirce  category  to  which 
the  guidelines  and  standards  (40  (7FR 
Part  430)  promulgated  simultaneously 
apply.  However,  the  proposed  regiilatlon 
applies  to  the  introduction  of  incompat¬ 
ible  pollutants  which  are  directed  into  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works,  rather 
than  to  discharges  of  pollutants  to 
navigable  waters. 

The  general  pretreatment  standard 
divides  pollutants  discharged  users 
of  publicly  owned  treatment  works  into 
two  broad  categories:  “compatible”  and 
“Incompatible.”  Compatible  pollutants 
are  generally  not  subject  to  pretreatment 
standards.  (See  40  CFR  128.110  (State 
or  local  law)  and  40  CFR  128.131  (Pro¬ 
hibited  wastes)  for  reqiiirements  which 
may  be  applicable  to  compatible  pollut¬ 
ants).  Incompatible  pollutants  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  pretreatment  standards  as  pro¬ 


vided  in  40  CPR  128.133,  which  provides 
as  follows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
in  I  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard  for 
incompatible  pollutants  introduced  into  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  by  a  major 
contributing  industry  not  subject  to  sec¬ 
tion  307(c)  of  the  Act  sbaU  be.  for  sources 
within  the  corresponding  industrial  at  com¬ 
mercial  category,  that  established  by  a  pro¬ 
mulgated  efSuent  limitations  guidelines  de¬ 
fining  best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  avaUable  pursuant  to  sections 
301(b)  and  304(b)  of  the  Act;  Provided, 
That,  if  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
which  receives  the  pollutants  is  committed, 
in  its  NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified 
percentage  of  any  Incompatible  pollutant, 
the  pretreatment  standard  applicable  to  users 
of  such  treatment  works  Shall  be  correspond¬ 
ingly  reduced  for  that  p<filutant;  And  pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  when  the  effluent  limita- 
tiona  guidelines  for  each  industry  is  pro¬ 
mulgated,  a  separate  provision  wiU  he  pro¬ 
posed  concerning  the  application  of  such 
guidelines  to  pretreatment.  (Emphasis 
added) . 

The  regulation  proposed  below  is  In¬ 
tended  to  Implement  that  porticm  of 
§  128.133,  above,  requiring  that  a  sepa¬ 
rate  provision  be  made  stating  the  appli¬ 
cation  to  pretreatment  standards  of 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  based  upon 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available. 

Questions  were  raised  during  the  pub¬ 
lic  comment  period  on  the  pr(^H)sed  gen¬ 
eral  pretreatment  standard  (40  CFR 
Part  128)  about  the  prc^rlety  of  apply¬ 
ing  a  standard  based  upon  best  practi¬ 
cable  control  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able  to  all  plants  subject  to  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards.  In  general,  EPA  believes 
the  analysis  supporting  the  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  guidelines  is  adequate  to  make  a 
determination  regarding  the  triplication 
of  those  standards  to  users  of  publicly 
owned  treatment  works.  However,  to  en¬ 
sure  that  those  standards  are  appropri¬ 
ate  in  all  cases,  EPA  now  seeks  additional 
comments  focusing  upon  the  aiH>llcatlon 
of  effluent  limitations  guidelines  to  users 
of  publicly  owned  treatment  works. 

Sections  430.15,  430.25,  430.35,  430.45, 
and  430.55  of  the  proposed  regulation  for 
point  sources  within  the  unbleached 
kraft,  sodium  base  neutral  sulfite  semi¬ 
chemical,  ammonia  base  neutral  sulfite 
semi-chemical,  unbleached  kraft — ^neu¬ 
tral  sulfite  semi-chemical  (cross  recov¬ 
ery),  and  paperboard  from  waste  paper 
subcategories  (JanuM7  15,  1974;  39  FR 
1908) ,  contained  the  proposed  pretreat¬ 
ment  standard  for  new  sources.  The 
regulation  promulgated  simultaneously 
herewith  contains  SS  430.16,  430.26, 

430.36,  430.46,  and  430.56  which  state  the 
applicability  of  standards  of  performance 
for  purposes  of  pretreatment  standard 
for  new  sources. 

A  preliminary  Development  Docmnent 
was  made  available  to  the  public  at  iq}- 
proximately  the  time  of  publication  of 
the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  and 
the  final  Develcqiment  Document  en¬ 
titled  “Development  Document  for 
Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines  and  New 
Source  Performance  Standards  for  the 
Unbleached  Kraft  and  Semi-Chemical 


Pulp  Segment  of  the  Pulp.  Paper  and 
Paperboard  Mills  Point  Source  Category” 
is  now  being  published.  The  economic 
analysis  report  entitled  “Economic  Anal¬ 
ysis  of  Proposed  Effluent  Guidelines. 
Pulp,  Paper  and  Paperboard  Industry” 
(September  1973)  was  made  available  at 
the  time  of  proposal.  Copies  of  the  final 
Development  Document  and  economic 
analysis  report  will  continue  to  be  main¬ 
tained  for  inspection  and  copying  during 
the  comment  period  at  the  EPA  Infor¬ 
mation  Center,  Room  227,  West  Tower, 
Waterside  MaU,  401  M  Street,  S.W.. 
Washington,  D.C.  Copies  will  also  be 
available  for  inspection  at  EPA  re¬ 
gional  offices  and  at  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  agency  offices.  Copies  of  the 
Development  Document  may  be  pur¬ 
chased  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Docmnents,  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  Copies  of  the 
economic  analysis  report  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  purchase  through  the  National 
Technical  Information  Service,  Spring- 
field,  Virginia  22151. 

On  June  14, 1973,  the  Agency  published 
procedures  designed  to  insure  that,  when 
certain  major  standards,  regulations, 
and  gffidellnes  are  proposed,  an  explana¬ 
tion  of  their  basis,  purpose  and  environ¬ 
mental  effects  is  made  available  to  the 
public.  (38  FR  15653).  The  procedures 
are  applicable  to  major  standards,  regu¬ 
lations  and  guidelines  which  are  pro¬ 
posed  on  or  after  Decen^ber  31, 1973,  and 
which  either  prescribe  national  stand¬ 
ards  of  environmental  quality  or  require 
national  emission,  effluent  or  perform¬ 
ance  standards  or  limitations. 

The  Agency  determined  to  Implement 
these  procedures  in  order  to  Insure  that 
the  public  was  provided  with  background 
Information  to  assist  it  in  commenting 
on  the  merits  of  a  proposed  action.  In 
brief,  the  procedures  call  for  the  Agency 
to  make  public  the  information  avail¬ 
able  to  it  delineating  the  major  environ¬ 
mental  effects  of  a  proposed  su:tion.  to 
discuss  the  pertinent  nonenvlronmental 
factors  affecting  the  decision,  and  to  ex¬ 
plain  the  viable  options  avsillable  to  it 
and  the  reasons  for  the  option  selected. 

The  procedures  contemplate  publica¬ 
tion  of  this  information  in  the  Federal 
Register,  where  this  is  practicable.  They 
provide,  however,  that  where  such  pub¬ 
lication  is  impracticable  because  of  the 
length  of  this  material,  the  material  may 
be  made  available  in  an  alternate 
format. 

The  Development  Document  referred 
to  above  contains  information  available 
to  the  Agency  concerning  the  major  en- 
vircHimental  effects  of  the  regulation 
proposed  below.  The  Information  in¬ 
cludes:  (1)  The  identification  of  pol¬ 
lutants  present  in  waste  waters  resulting 
from  the  manufactiure  of  pulp,  paper, 
and  pajierboard,  the  characteristics  of 
these  pollutants,  and  the  degree  of  pol¬ 
lutant  reduction  obtainable  through  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  proposed  standard; 
and  (2)  the  anticipated  effects  on  other 
aspects  of  the  environment  (Including 
air,  solid  waste  disposal  and  land  use, 
and  noise)  of  the  treatmoit  technologies 
available  to  meet  the  standard  proposed. 
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The  Development  Document  and  the 
economic  analysis  report  referred  to 
above  also  contain  information  available 
to  the  Agmcy  reerarding  the  estimated 
cost  and  energy  c<msumption  implica¬ 
tions  of  those  treatment  technologies 
and  the  potential  effects  of  those  costs 
on  the  price  and  production  of  pulp, 
paper  and  paperboard.  The  two  reports 
exceed,  in  the  aggregate,  100  pages  in 
length  and  contain  a  substantial  num¬ 
ber  of  charts,  diagrams  and  tables.  It  is 
clearly  impiacticable  to  publish  the 
material  contained  in  these  documents 
in  the  Federal  Register.  To  the  extent 
possible,  significant  aspects  of  the  mate¬ 
rial  have  been  presented  in  summary 
form  in  the  preamble  to  the  proposed 
regulation  containing  efDuent  limitations 
guidelines,  new  source  performance 
standards  and  pretreatment  standards 
for  new  sources  within  the  pulp,  paper, 
and  paperboard  category  (39  FR  1908; 
January  15,  1974) .  Additional  discussion 
is  contained  in  the  analysis  of  public 
comments  on  the  pr(H>osed  regulation 
and  the  Agency’s  response  to  those  com¬ 
ments.  This  discussion  appears  in  the 
preamble  to  the  pixMnulgated  regulaticm 
(40  C7FR  Part  430)  which  currently  is 
being  published  in  the  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  section  of  the  Federal  Registbr. 

The  options  available  to  the  Agency  in 
establishing  the  level  of  ptdlutant  reduc¬ 
tion  obtainable  through  the  best  prac¬ 
ticable  control  technology  currently 
available,  and  the  reasons  for  the  par¬ 
ticular  level  of  reduction  selected  are  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  documents  described  above. 
In  ai^lying  the  elBuent  limitations  guide¬ 
lines  to  pretreatment  standards  for  the 
introdocticm  ctf  Incompatible  pollutants 
into  municipal  systems  by  existing 
sources  in  the  unbleached  kraft,  sodium 
base  neutral  sulfite  semi-chemical,  am¬ 
monia  base  neutral  sulfite  seml-ch«nical, 
imbleached  kraft — ^neutral  sulfite  semi- 
chemical  (cross  recovery),  and  paper- 
board  from  waste  paper  subcategories, 
the  Agency  has,  essentially,  three  op¬ 
tions.  The  first  is  to  declare  that  the 
guidelines  do  not  api^.  The  sectmd  is  to 
apply  the  guidelines  unchanged.  The 
third  is  to  modify  the  gulddlnes  to  re¬ 
flect:  (1)  Differences  between  direct  dis¬ 
chargers  and  plants  utilizing  municipal 
systems  vhlch  affect  the  practicability  of 
the  latter  empl^lng  the  technology 
availaUe  to  acUeve  the  elBuent  limita¬ 
tions  guiddlnes;  or  (2)  characteristics 
of  the  relevant  pollutants  which  require 
higher  levris  of  reductimi  (or  permit  less 
stlngent  levels)  In  order  to  Insure  that 
the  pollutants  do  not  Interfax  with  the 
treatment  works  or  pass  through  them 
untreated. 

As  described  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  the  waste  waters  frmn  all  subcate¬ 
gories  are  similar  in  types  of  pollutant 
contents.  The  pollutants  are  on^mic  ma¬ 
terials  and  solids.  These  waste  water  pol¬ 


lutants  are  considered  compatible  to 
treatment  in  a  municipal  system,  and 
the  guidelines  should  not  apply. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  writtra 
comments  in  triplicate  to  the  EPA  In¬ 
formation  Center,  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency,  Washington,  D.C.  29460, 
Attention:  Mr.  Philip  B.  Wisman.  Com¬ 
ments  on  all  aspects  of  the  proposed 
regulations  are  solicited.  In  the  event 
comments  are  in  the  natiue  of  criticisms 
as  to  the  adequacy  of  data  which  are 
available,  or  which  may  be  relied  upon  by 
the  Agency,  comments  should  Identify 
and,  if  possible,  provide  any  additional 
data  which  may  be  available  and  should 
Indicate  why  such  data  are  essential  to 
the  development  of  the  regulations.  In 
the  event  comments  address  the  I4>- 
proach  takra  by  the  Agency  in  establish¬ 
ing  pretreatment  standards  for  existing 
sources,  EPA  s(dicits  suggestions  as  to 
what  alternative  iq>proach  should  be 
taken  and  why  and  how  this  alternative 
better  satisfies  the  detailed  requlr^ents 
of  secticms  301,  304  and  307(b)  of  the 
Act. 

A  copy  of  all  public  ccxnments  will  be 
available  for  Inspection  and  copyii^  at 
the  EPA  Infmnation  Center,  Room  227, 
West  Tower,  Waterside  MaU,  401  M 
Street,  8.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 
The  EPA  information  regulation,  40  CFR 
2,  provides  that  a  reasonaUe  fee  may 
be  charged  for  copying. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  it  is 
hereby  proposed  that  40  CFR  Part  430 
be  amended  to  add  Sf  430.14, 430.24, 430.- 
34.  430.44,  and  430.54  as  set  forth  below. 
All  comments  received  within  thirty  days 
of  the  publication  ot  this  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rulemaking  will  be  considered. 

Dated:  May  17,  1974. 

•  John  Quarles, 
AcUng  Administrator, 

Part  430  is  jKoposed  to  be  amended  as 
follows: 

GUbpart  A  is  amended  by  adding 
1 430.14  as  foUows: 

S  430.14  Pretreatnient  ttaiidards  for  ex* 
kting  sources. 

For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  for  incompatible  pollutants  estab¬ 
lished  under  40  CFR  128.133,  the  riBuent 
Bndtations  guidelines  set  f ortti  in  40  cm 
4S0.12  above  shall  not  apply  and,  subject 
to  the  provistons  of  40  CFR  Part  128  con¬ 
cerning  pretreatment,  process  waste 
water  from  this  subcategory  may  be  in¬ 
troduced  Into  a  pdbUcly  owned  treat¬ 
ment  works. 

Subpart  B  is  amended  by  adding 
i  430.24  as  fcdlows: 

S  430.24  Pretreatmcnt  standards  for  es^ 
isting  sowrccs. 

For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment 
standards  for  tncompatfble  pollutants 


estfdslished  under  40  CFR  128.133,  the 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  set  forth 
in  40  CFR  430.12  above  shall  not  apply 
and,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  40  CTR 
Part  128  cmiceming  pretreatment,  mne- 
ess  waste  water  from  this  subcategory 
may  be  Introduced  into  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works. 

SubparC  C  is  amended  by  adding 
§  430.34  as  follows: 

§  430.34  Pretreatmcnt  standards  for  ex¬ 
isting  sources. 

For  the  piuix>se  of  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  for  Incompatible  pollutants  estab¬ 
lished  under  40  CFR  128.133,  the  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  set  forth  in  40 
C?FR  430.32  above  shall  not  apply  and, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  40  CFR  Part 
128  concerning  pretreatment,  process 
waste  water  from  this  subcategory  may 
be  Introduced  Into  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works. 

Sdbpart  D  is  amended  by  adding 
§  430.44  as  follows: 

S  430.44  PreUreatment  standards  for  ex¬ 
isting  aoarces. 

For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  for  incompatible  pollutants  estab¬ 
lished  under  40  (JPR  128.133,  the  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  set  forth  In  40  CFR 
430.42  above  shall  not  apply  and,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  40  CFR  Part  128 
concerning  pretreatment,  process  waste 
water  from  this  subcategory  may  be  in¬ 
troduced  into  a  pttblicly  owned  treatment 
works. 

Subpart  E  is  amended  by  adding 
8  430.54  as  follows: 

§  430.54  Pretreatment  atandarda  for  ex¬ 
isting  aonrcea. 

For  the  purpose  of  lU'etreatment 
standards  for  in<»mpatlble  pollutants  es- 
taUlshed  under  40  CFR  128.133,  the  eflhi- 
ent  limitations  guidelines  set  forth  in  40 
CFR  430.52  above  shall  not  apply  and, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  40  CFR  Part 
128  concerning  i«etreatment,  process 
waste  water  from  this  sobcat^ory  may 
be  Introduced  Into  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  woriu. 

Subpart  F  is  amended  by  adding 
8  430A4  as  follows: 

8  430.54  Pre treatment  standards  for  ex¬ 
isting  soorees. 

For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment 
standards  for  InoompatlUe  pcdlutants  es- 
taldlshed  under  40  CFR  128.133,  the  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  guidelines  set  forth  in  40 
CFR  430.52  above  shall  not  apply  and. 
subject  to  the  provlsloDs  cf  40  CFR  Part 
128  concerning  pretreatment,  process 
waste  water  from  this  std>category  may 
be  introduced  Into  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works. 

im  Doc.74-12(aa  nisd  8-28-74:8:46  am] 
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